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In recent years, the development of college students’ attitudes, knowledge, and skills 
associated with leadership has received increased attention from postsecondary institutions, 
national educational organizations, accrediting agencies, and employers, alike—who consider 
collaborative problem solving, communication, social and intercultural awareness and 
competence, and civic responsibility to be among critical learning outcomes for today’s students. 
As a result, higher education scholars have become more interested in identifying significant 
factors, environments, and experiences that influence the development of college students’ 
capacity for contemporary leadership. In an effort to understand developmental processes in line 
with increasingly diverse campus contexts, findings within the existing body of literature are 
often disaggregated by race, gender, sexual orientation, and/or their intersections. Yet, scholars 
have frequently called attention to the need for more nuanced understandings of the roles that 
students’ multiple identities play in the development of their leadership attitudes, knowledge and 
behaviors.  
Through a collection of three interrelated papers, the present study applies critical 
quantitative inquiry (Stage & Wells, 2014) to strengthen comprehension about the ways social 
identity—specifically race and gender—inform students’ leadership conceptualizations and 
behaviors. The first paper offers a critical synthesis of leadership development literature 
published in highly- rated, peer-reviewed higher education and leadership journals from 1997- 
2017 to (a) understand what is currently known about the relationships between student social 
identity and leadership capacity development and (b) identify the theoretical, methodological, 
and student population gaps that might be addressed through applications of critical theory. The 
review of literature establishes connections between student race and gender and leadership-
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related outcomes such as conceptualizations of leaders and the process of leadership; leader(ship) 
identity; confidence in leading; motivation to lead; and civic knowledge and/or social issues 
awareness and/or advocacy. Additionally, the review reveals an over-reliance on student 
populations of Predominantly White Institutions (PWIs), a predominance of quantitative research 
designs, and an absence of applications of critical theory in research designs and interpretations.  
The subsequent paper, Chapter 3, explores racial subgroup differences in the 
development of college women’s leadership self-efficacy, skill, and motivation to lead as a result 
of their participation in a formal leadership program. Specifically, one-way Multivariate 
Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) techniques are used to compare pre-to-post-test change scores 
by women’s reported racial group membership. Significant differences emerged between Black 
women and White and Latina/Hispanic women on measures of Leadership Self-Efficacy and 
Transformational Leadership Skill; between Black women and White and Latina/Hispanic 
women and between Asian American and Latina/Hispanic women on change measures of Social 
Issues Advocacy; and between Black and Latina/Hispanic women on change measures of Ethical 
Leadership Skill. 
In Chapter 4, Exploratory Factor Analysis techniques (EFA) are used to examine factor 
loadings on the Social Issues Advocacy Scale (Nilsson, Marszalek, Linnemeyer, Bahner, & 
Misialek, 2011) by race and gender subpopulations of a national sample of college student 
participants of a formal leadership program. The central inquiry of the paper questions whether 
students of different social identity subgroups conceptualize social issues advocacy in the same 
way. For most student groups, a two-factor loading pattern emerged, with Awareness of 
Structural Oppression accounting for more variance than Personal Values and Responsibility. 
For White men however, the factor structure appeared opposite, with Personal Values and 
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Responsibility accounting for more variance than Awareness of Structural Oppression, and with 
a negative correlation pattern between the two factors. For Latino/Hispanic male students, a third 
factor emerged, indicating there may be a separation of awareness of personal values and 
feelings of personal responsibility for this population of students.  
Findings from the three studies demonstrate the significance of questioning the 
assumptions, models, and analytic techniques that undergird contemporary research on student 
leadership capacity development. Specifically, disaggregation of racial groups by gender or 
gender groups by race can help to illuminate within-group variability that may be overlooked in 
the aggregate. Leadership educators and practitioners may find race-and-gender-specific findings 
from these studies useful when designing program curricula, or when deciding whether to offer 
targeted leadership programs for specific racial and/or gender student groups.  
Keywords: student leadership development, leadership programs, critical theory, race, 
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Postsecondary institutions in the United States have long played a prominent role in the 
personal and professional development of the nation’s leaders (Astin & Astin, 2000; Hurtado, 
2007; Thelin, 2011). Historically, this type of leadership education was reserved for the sons of 
affluent White families who would presumably go on to hold important clergy and public-sector 
roles (Thelin, 2011). Conversely, today’s leaders-in-training are more diverse than ever, and 
must possess the capacity (awareness, attitudes, knowledge, and skills) to address complex 
social, political, and environmental challenges (Astin & Astin, 2000; Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, & 
Gurin, 2002; Komives et al., 2011). 
In recent years, the development of knowledge and skills associated with leadership has 
received increased attention from postsecondary institutions, national educational organizations, 
accrediting agencies, and employers, alike—who consider collaborative problem solving, 
communication, social and intercultural awareness and competence, and civic responsibility to 
be among critical learning outcomes for today’s students (Association of American Colleges & 
Universities, 2008; Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education, 2009; 
Hurtado, 2007; National Association of Colleges and Employers, 2013). As a result, higher 
education scholars have become more interested in identifying significant factors, environments, 
and experiences that influence the development of college students’ capacity for contemporary 
leadership (Dugan, 2011). 
Some of these influences include student social identity (Arminio et al., 2000; Dugan, 
Kodama, & Gebhardt, 2012; Dugan, Komives, & Segar, 2008; Harper & Quaye, 2007; Inkelas, 
2004; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Renn & Ozaki, 2010), student organization participation 
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(Arminio et al., 2000; Flowers, 2004; Harper & Quaye, 2007; Inkelas, 2004; Kezar & Moriarty, 
2000; Renn & Ozaki, 2010), interactions with faculty and other mentors (Campbell, Smith, 
Dugan, & Komives, 2012; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Thompson, 2006); interactions with diverse 
peers (Antonio, 2001; Dugan & Komives, 2010; Gurin-Sands, Gurin, Nagda, & Osuna, 2012; 
Parker III & Pascarella, 2013; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000); and formal leadership program 
participation (Collins, Suarez, Beatty, & Rosch, 2017; Dugan et al., 2011; Dugan & Komives, 
2010; Owen, 2012; Rosch, Stephens, & Collins, 2016; Wagner, 2011; Zimmerman-Oster & 
Burkhardt, 1999). Such findings have provided ample insight into policies and practices that may 
boster the development of college students’ capacity for leadership. 
Statement of the Problem 
Within this body of literature, findings are often disaggregated by race, gender, sexual 
orientation, and/or their intersections (Arminio et al., 2000; Dugan et al., 2012; Dugan & 
Komives, 2010; Flowers, 2004; Harper & Quaye, 2007; Inkelas, 2004; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; 
Kodama & Dugan, 2013; Renn, 2007). The impact of social identity on processes of leadership 
capacity development are difficult to discern; however, due, in part, to low numbers of students 
of color in research populations, limitations in self-report survey designs, and the use of check-
the-box style demographic data collection procedures that fail to adequately capture social 
identity salience (Dugan, 2011). For these reasons, scholars have frequently called attention to 
the need for more nuanced understandings of the roles that students’ multiple identities play in 
the development of their leadership attitudes, knowledge, and behaviors (Arminio et al., 2000; 
Dugan, 2011; Dugan et al., 2012; Guthrie, Jones, Osteen, & Hu, 2013; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; 





 As an extension of Dugan’s (2011) takeaways, I contend that opportunities exist to both 
deepen content knowledge and advance the use of critical and constructivist paradigms in the 
study of student leadership capacity development for the purpose of informing policy and 
practice. Thus, the present study aims to strengthen comprehension about the ways social 
identity—specifically race and gender—inform students’ leadership conceptualizations and 
behaviors in an effort to help ensure (a) equitable access to meaningful leadership development 
experiences, (b) equitable support in the development of students’ leadership self-confidence, 
motivation and skill, and (c) equitable attainment of desired educational outcomes that will 
position students for success in their future endeavors. The present study offers three interrelated 
papers to these ends.  
Positionality  
 Understanding differences and/or similarities in student leadership capacity development 
by social identity is not an end unto itself. As a critical scholar, I must constantly contend with 
the question, “How is my work transformative?” (Hernández, 2015; Ladson-Billings, 2013; 
Solórzano & Yosso, 2002). This commitment to social justice comes through in the questions I 
choose to ask, the methods I use to answer such questions, and in the theoretical lenses that 
inform my interpretations. To conduct research for the purpose of social justice, must mean that I 
view the social world as inherently unjust—with systems of power perpetually working to 
maintain a social order that privileges those who are White, male, able-bodied, well-educated, 
affluent, heterosexual, and Christian. I recognize that I benefit from some of these very same 
systems of privilege. I also recognize the many forms of discrimination to which I have been, 
and continue to be, exposed given my own social identities.  
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Further, I understand that this may raise concerns about researcher bias. In their piece 
Why “Critical”? The Need for New Ways of Knowing, Bensimon and Bishop (2012) respond to 
this kind of critique, asserting that “the reverse too often happens” wherein claims of objectivity 
cloak “assumptions about the absence of inequities” that may serve to reinforce these very 
systems of oppression (p. 5). Ladson-Billings (2013) offers a perspective on the other side of the 
same coin; however, cautioning against the use of critical (specifically Critical Race Theory in 
this case) theory for self-serving purposes, 
“The point is not to have a rant or to claim that racial ‘navel gazing’ is any more 
substantive than Eurocentric, positivist, functionalist navel gazing is. CRT scholars 
cannot rail against the failure of positivist research to be objective or neutral when our 
own scholarship is so specific to our personal concerns that it fails to help us grasp 
important principles of racial justice” (p.5). 
With both perspectives in mind, the following section describes the specific ways that critical 
and constructivist paradigms inform my approach to present research study.  
Using Critical and Constructivist Paradigms to Link Student Identity with Student 
Leader(ship) Development 
Critical scholars work toward identifying systems of power that perpetuate privilege, 
marginalization, and oppression in an effort to transform these systems (Guba, 1990). From an 
ontological perspective, critical theorists subscribe to the ideology that there is a “reality” that 
exits—if often unnamed and invisible (Bell, 1992b; Bensimon & Bishop, 2012; Bonilla-Silva, 
2009; Collins, 1990; Delgado & Stefancic, 2001; Mills, 1997; Valdes, Harris, & Culp, 2002). 
Racial realism represents one such notion (Bell, 1992b). Often included among central tenets of 
Critical Race Theory (CRT) perspectives of racial realism, permanance of racism, or racism as 
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normal, reflect a sociopolitical reality wherein White supremacy is structural, perpetual, and 
embedded into society with such great depth that its effects may unrecognized (Anderson, 2007; 
Bell, 1992a, 1992b; Bensimon & Bishop, 2012; Bonilla-Silva, 2009; Delgado & Stefancic, 2001, 
2007; Harper, 2012; Ladson-Billings, 2013; Mills, 1997; Solórzano & Yosso, 2002). Bell (1992) 
urges scholars to recognize the material effects of this permanence of racism—using this insight 
to envision strategies for change. 
Whereas critical scholars may consider themselves “realists” (Bell, 1992b; Guba, 1990), 
social constuctivists envision multiple realities—simultaneouly constructed through individual 
interpretation and social interaction (Guba, 1990; Jones & Abes, 2013; Kezar, Carducci, & 
Contreras-McGavin, 2006). Viewed through a social constructivist lens, one’s identity then, is 
constructed through individual experience, social group membership, environmental context, and 
larger societal structures (Jones & Abes, 2013). At any given time, an individual possessess 
many identities that shine through with different degrees of salience depending on the context 
(Guthrie et al., 2013; Jones & Abes, 2013). From a constructivist perspective, conceptualizations 
of leaders and leadership are also shaped through social interaction, inviting the possibility for 
many different interpretations of what “counts” as leadership (Arminio et al., 2000; Kezar, 2002; 
Kezar et al., 2006; Komives, Owen, Longerbeam, Mainella, & Osteen, 2005; Ospina & Foldy, 
2009). 
When used in tandem, a critical-constructivist approach to the the study of the student 
identity and student leadership development adheres to a particular set of assumptions: 
1.   Research is not value-free. Findings are a function of the interaction between 
researcher and the researched—often operating in ways that affirm dominant cultural 
narratives (Bensimon & Bishop, 2012; Covarrubias & Vélez, 2013; Harper, 2012; 
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Hernández, 2015; Solórzano & Yosso, 2002; Stage, 2007a; Zuberi & Bonilla-Silva, 
2008). Social transformation cannot occur without critically examining scholarship 
that purports neutrality and/or objectivity. 
2.   On an individual level, students possess many personal and social identities that 
overlap and intersect to inform the ways they see themselves as similar and/or 
different from others. Thus, identities are fluid, dynamic, and constructed through 
personal experience and social interaction (Evans, Forney, Guido, Patton, & Renn, 
2009; Guthrie et al., 2013; Hammack, 2015; Jones & Abes, 2013; McCoy & 
Rodricks, 2015). 
3.   On a structural level, social identities are tied to systems of privilege and oppression. 
Even categories that have biological referents (such as race and gender) are social 
constructions, used to maintain social hierarchies and perpetuate the status quo (Bell, 
1992a, 1992b; Bonilla-Silva, 1996; Delgado & Stefancic, 2001, 2007; Ladson-
Billings, 2013; Omi & Winant, 2014; Smedley & Smedley, 2005).  
4.   Individuals may simultaneously belong to privileged and oppressed identity groups. 
Intersections of these identities may serve to mitigate or to exacerbate the material 
consequences of patriarchical, capitalist, heteronormative, White supremacist social 
structures (Collins, 1990; Crenshaw, 1989; Delgado & Stefancic, 2007; Ladson-
Billings, 2013; Ospina & Foldy, 2009; Solórzano & Yosso, 2002). 
5.   Lastly, postsecondary settings, and the actors therein, cannot exist outside of larger 
classed, raced, and gendered sociopolitical structures. Thus, processes of student 
development (e.g. social identity, leader identity, leadership capacity) can only be 
understood in context (Covarrubias & Vélez, 2013; Evans et al., 2009; Harper, 2012; 
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Hurtado, Milem, Clayton-Pedersen, & Allen, 1999; Iverson, 2007; Jones & Abes, 
2013a; McCoy & Rodricks, 2015; Núñez, 2014; Stage & Wells, 2014). 
Significance: Leadership and Social Transformation 
Reiterating the use of critical scholarship as a tool for transformation, I posit that 
understanding the ways that students may develop similarly or differently based on their social 
group memberships aligns with broader processes and the goals of social justice (Bell, 2013). 
Such processes involve, “social actors who have a sense of their own agency as well as a sense 
of social responsibility toward and with others, their society, and the broader world in which we 
live” (Bell, 2013, p. 21). The goals reflect, “full and equal participation of all groups in a society 
that is mutually shaped to meet their needs” and “include a vision of society in which distribution 
of resources is equitable and all members are physically and psychologically safe and secure” 
(Bell, 2013, p. 21). 
The Process: Students as Social Actors 
Students have long been in the forefront of social movements (Altbach, 1997; Thelin, 
2011; Williamson, 2013), advocating for social, political, environmental, and cultural issues of 
importance to them. Students possess a collective power that places them in a unique position to 
influence stakeholders in the pursuit of a common goal (Astin & Astin, 2000). Examples of such 
power surface time and again—with the resignation of University of Missouri Columbia campus 
president following his repeated refusal to address campus racial climate concerns, serving as a 
recent case (Lu, 2015). 
In recent years, postsecondary institutions have placed increased emphasis on the 
development of social-justice-oriented attitudes and behaviors among their students, with 
language such as civic knowledge and engagement; intercultural knowledge and competence; 
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and commitment to social engagement appearing in mission statements and learning outcome 
indices (Association of American Colleges & Universities, 2008; Astin & Astin, 2000; UCLA 
Council on Diversity & Inclusion, n.d.). In her ASHE Presidential Address Linking Diversity 
with the Educational and Civic Missions of Higher Education, Hurtado (2007) discussed the 
importance of instilling these values into the educational experiences of today’s students, 
“It is higher education’s responsibility to advance social progress. Such advancement 
occurs not only through new scientific discoveries that improve the health and well-being 
of society, but also through the education of citizens and the next generation of office 
holders who will become the architects of the new solutions to social problems” (p.186).  
Today, social problems are plentiful. Activism in the forms of both social media 
“hashtags” and more traditional protests and boycotts sheds light on the different perspectives we 
hold, as a public, on a multitude of issues. The opposing #BlackLivesMatter vs. #AllLivesMatter 
vs. #BlueLivesMatter movements serve as one illustration. 
Some would say we are indeed living in a divided country, with deep fissures existing 
along social identity and political party lines (Geiger, 2016; Taylor, 2016). Millennials, for 
example (now the largest and most diverse living generation in the U.S) are considerably more 
left-leaning than any other generation, contributing to a Democratic party that is becoming 
younger, more liberal, less-White, and more educated (Pew Research Center, 2014; Taylor, 
2016). In contrast, the Republican party is growing older, more conservative, and exhibits less 
racial/ethnic diversity than the population as a whole (Pew Research Center, 2014; Taylor, 
2016).  
Moreover, Republican and Democratic parties are shifting from moderate-leaning to 
more conservative and liberal, respectively, and are consequently becoming less amicable toward 
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the other’s views (Pew Research Center, 2014). From go-to news sources to residential and 
geographic preferences, it appears that liberal-leaning and conservative-leaning Americans are 
beginning to have less and less in common.  
Even more troubling is the tendency of individuals to form an insular bubble of friends 
and family members who share their political ideologies. Two-thirds of consistent conservatives 
and 50% of consistent liberals report that the majority of their close friends share their political 
views (Pew Research Center, 2014). Perhaps no single event in the past year; however, has been 
more polarizing than the 2016 presidential election, which marked only the fifth time in U.S. 
history that a candidate who lost the popular vote still won the presidency (Desilver, 2016). 
Widespread discontent was evident in the protests that followed, with thousands of 
demonstrators around the country chanting, “Not My President!” (Eversley, Madhani, & 
DiBlasio, 2016).   
Against the backdrop of this kind of sociopolitical climate, the inclusion of values related 
to social justice and social change in college and university mission statements, learning outcome 
metrics, and student leadership program curricula are more relevant than ever (Astin & Astin, 
2000). Fortunately, research suggests that this kind of socially responsible leadership capacity 
can be developed through educationally meaningful experiences such as conversations with 
diverse peers (Antonio, 2001; Broido, 2000; Dugan & Komives, 2010; Gurin-Sands et al., 2012; 
Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Reason & Broido, 2005), academic courses (Broido, 2000; Mayhew & 
Fernández Deluca, 2007; Robert D. Reason & Broido, 2005), student organizations (Harper & 
Quaye, 2007; Renn, 2007), service learning (Einfeld & Collins, 2008) and formal leadership 
program participation (Collins et al., 2017; Dugan et al., 2011; Rosch et al., 2016; Rosch, 
Stephens, & Collins, 2015; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999). Thus, postsecondary 
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institutions play a significant role in developing the capacity for socially responsible leadership 
for the nation’s future leaders (Astin & Astin, 2000; Hurtado, 2007). 
The Goal(s): Full and Equal Participation, Equitable Distribution of Resources 
Full and equal participation. The second way that leadership relates to social justice 
comes in the form of access to and distribution of resources (Bell, 2013). I further connect this to 
the concept of power—considering who is in the position to make decisions about the ways 
resources are distributed, and who possesses the social influence to shape outcomes in line with a 
particular set of interests. Mills (1956) refers to this as the power elite, 
“By the powerful we mean, of course, those who are able to realize their will, even if 
others resist it. No one, accordingly, can be truly powerful unless he has access to the 
command of major institutions…higher politicians and key officials of government 
command such institutional power; so do admirals and generals, and so do the major 
owners and executives of larger corporations” (p. 77). 
From a critical perspective, it is neither surprising nor coincidental that this power elite has 
historically been, and continues to be, largely comprised of White, Christian males from higher 
socioeconomic classes (Catalyst, 2016; Mills, 1956; Zweigenhaft & Domhoff, 2006).  
 This kind of social reproduction is attributable to processes of cultural (re)production that 
are shaped by dominant ideologies (Hall, 2000; Marx & Engels, 1970; Mills, 1997; Walsh, 1993; 
Willis, 1981). Ideology, the assemblage of “images, concepts, and premises which provide the 
frameworks through which we represent, interpret, understand and ‘make sense’ of some aspect 
of social existence” (Hall, 2000, p. 271) functions as a tool protect and maintain the status quo 
(Mills, 1997; Walsh, 1993). 
 Conceptualizations of what leadership “looks like” and who is “qualified” to be a leader 
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are informed by dominant patriarchal, White-supremacist ideologies (Hoyt, 2005; Kezar, 2002; 
Kezar et al., 2006; Ospina & Foldy, 2009). This is evident in traditional articulations that (a) 
characterize processes of leadership as hierarchical, unidirectional, and used to maintain order 
and (b) connote images of leaders as those who possess masculine traits such as assertiveness, 
charisma, intelligence, and gregariousness (Eagly & Carli, 2007; Kezar et al., 2006; Northouse, 
2015; Ospina & Foldy, 2009; Preskill & Brookfield, 2009; Rost, 1993). That definitions and 
images of leadership continue to reflect those who are already in power, illustrates the ability of 
ideology to reproduce the current social order.  
This kind of leadership rhetoric continues to permeate public thought, as apparent in the 
most recent U.S. presidential election. In a Washington Post survey of readers who voted for 
Trump, the following quotations surfaced,  
“I am convinced Trump is well suited to restore American leadership — with all of its 
values — around the world. The American spirit (the term may need to be defined for 
some millennials, and the best resource is simply a standard history text), which has 
driven the successes of our past, is sorely lacking at home and around the world. Trump 
understands this, and I believe he is genuinely interested in making America great again” 
(“Why I voted for Trump,” 2016). 
Another Trump supporter echoed this sentiment,  
 
“Unlike most Americans, I know how to compartmentalize and separate my personal 
opinion of both Donald Trump and Hillary Clinton and my belief about who is better for 
the job. I have always said — years before Trump was ever interested in politics — that 
the country should be run like a business. Meaning the United States should be led by 
someone who knows how to delegate, and understands complex budgets, negotiation and 
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leadership. That is why I voted for Trump. I don’t need my president to be nice to 
everyone and to give them a warm, fuzzy feeling…I don’t need to be friends with my 
president; I need him or her to lead the country, provide solutions for our problems and 
make a stronger and greater United States” (“Why I voted for Trump,” 2016). 
These quotations reflect a sentiment of leadership that invalidates collaborative and relational 
approaches to leadership that students of color may more readily align themselves with (Arminio 
et al., 2000; Garcia, Huerta, Ramirez, & Patrón, 2017; Harper & Quaye, 2007; Liu & Sedlacek, 
1999). 
Distribution of resources in accordance to need. The dominant ideology does not; 
however, only restrict access to positions of leadership for individuals who are non-White, non-
male, and not-wealthy, but it also shapes perceptions of societal needs. In regard to perceptions 
of racial equality in the U.S., for example, a recent poll indicates that 61% of Blacks believe that 
race relations are generally bad, compared to 45% of Whites (Pew Research Center, 2016). 
Differences in perceptions of racial injustice are even more glaring among White and Black 
police officers. In a survey of nearly 8,000 sworn officers, 92% of White respondents believe 
that our country has made the changes needed to give Blacks equal rights with Whites, compared 
to 29% of Black officers. Moreover, Black officers are nearly twice as likely as White officers 
(57 % vs. 27%) to attribute deaths of Blacks during encounters with the police to broader 
structural problems, as opposed to isolated, individual incidents (Pew Research Center, 2016). 
The paradox, then, is this: how can we (those working toward the attainment of a socially 
just society) ensure equitable distribution of resources when those in power do not perceive the 
current distribution as unjust, and those who do recognize systemic injustices cannot gain access 
to positions of power? 
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Research Questions and Organization of Dissertation 
The three papers contained herein draw on critical quantitative inquiry to begin to 
untangle some of these complexities as they pertain to the study of student leadership capacity 
development. According to Stage and Wells (2014), quantitative criticalists must work toward 
three important ends. First, they must “use data to represent educational processess and outcomes 
on a large scale to reveal inequities and to identify social or institutional perpetuation of 
systematic inequalities in such processes and outcomes” (Stage & Wells, 2014, p. 2). Secondly, 
critical quantitative inquiry seeks to “question the models, measures, and analytic practices of 
quantitative research in order to offer competing models, measures, and analytic practices that 
better describe the experiences of those who have not been adequately represented” (Stage & 
Wells, 2014). Lastly, critical quantitative scholars are called to, “conduct culturally relevant 
research by studying institutions and people in context” (Stage & Wells, 2014, p. 3). 
In Chapter 2, I use these three principles (Stage & Wells, 2014) to guide a critical 
synthesis of leadership development literature published in highly- rated, peer-reviewed higher 
education and leadership journals from 1997- 2017. Specifically, the research questions examine: 
1.   What is currently known about the relationships between student social identity (race 
and gender) and leadership capacity development according to the present body of 
literature (1997 – 2017)?  
2.   What theoretical, methodological, and student population gaps currently exist in the 
literature that might be addressed through applications of critical theory?  
In the subsequent paper, Chapter 3, I focus on the use of data to “reveal inequities and to 
identify social or institutional perpetuation of systematic inequalities” (Stage & Wells, 2014) by 
exploring racial subgroup differences in the development of college women’s leadership self-
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efficacy, skill, and motivation to lead as a result of their participation in a formal leadership 
program. Specifically, I use a one-way Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) to 
compare pre-to-post-test change scores by women’s reported racial group membership. Findings 
from this chapter connect to the social justice goals of full and equal participation, and equitable 
distribution of resources by calling into question the effectiveness of a program that may 
unwittingly privilege the development of certain students to the detriment of others.  
Chapter 4 aligns with the critical quantitative aim of questioning the “models, measures, 
and analytic practices of quantitative research in order to offer competing models, measures, and 
analytic practices that better describe the experiences of those who have not been adequately 
represented” (Stage & Wells, 2014, p. 2). In this paper, I use exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 
techniques to examine factor loadings on the Social Issues Advocacy Scale (Nilsson et al., 2011) 
by race and gender subpopulations of a national sample of college student participants of a 
formal leadership program. The central inquiry of the paper questions whether students of 
different social identity subgroups conceptualize social issues advocacy in the same way. An 
additional purpose of this paper is to highlight the ways critical quantitative inquiry (Stage & 
Wells, 2014) can serve as a useful tool for conducting and interpreting research that compares 
student outcomes by racial and gender group memberships. The notion of social justice as a 
process which includes, “social actors who have a sense of their own agency as well as a sense 
of social responsibility toward and with others, their society, and the broader world in which we 
live” (Bell, 2013, p. 21) undergirds this study.  
In Chapter 5, I consider the role of context (Stage & Wells, 2014), linking key findings 





Race, Gender, and Student Leadership Development:  
A Critical Literature Review 
In recent years, the development of knowledge and skills associated with postindustrial 
leadership (Rost, 1993) has received increased attention from postsecondary institutions, national 
educational organizations, accrediting agencies, and employers. Unlike industrial or managerial 
conceptualizations of leadership which position leaders atop a hierarchical structure wherein 
unilateral influence trickles from the top down in an effort to maintain the status quo, 
contemporary leaders are called to behave in collaborative ways in an effort to enact intentional 
change (Northouse, 2015; Rost, 1993). Rost (1993) refers to this kind of leadership as 
postindustrial. That is, “an influence relationship among leaders and followers who intend real 
changes that reflect their mutual purposes” (Rost, 1993, p. 102). In line with this description, 
skills such as collaborative problem solving, communication, and multicultural competence are 
often cited as critical learning outcomes for today’s students (Association of American Colleges 
& Universities, 2008; Astin & Astin, 2000; Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher 
Education, 2009; Hurtado, 2007; National Association of Colleges and Employers, 2013).  
As a result, higher education scholars have become more interested in identifying 
significant factors, environments, and experiences that influence the development of college 
students’ capacity for contemporary leadership (Dugan, 2011). In an effort to understand 
developmental processes in line with increasingly diverse campus contexts, findings within the 
existing body of literature are often disaggregated by race, gender, sexual orientation, and/or 
their intersections (Arminio et al., 2000; Dugan et al., 2012; Dugan & Komives, 2010; Flowers, 
2004; Harper & Quaye, 2007; Inkelas, 2004; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Kodama & Dugan, 2013; 
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Renn, 2007). In an overview of key studies in student leadership development published within 
the past 25 years, Dugan (2011) argues that findings from studies examining social identity 
(particularly race) are often difficult to decipher given (a) the relative lack of literature on the 
subject, (b) conflicting results of the literature that does exist, and (c) the tendency for 
quantitative researchers to use racial categories as predictors (variables) in lieu of more robust 
constructs of racial identity.  
Ospina and Foldy (2009) express similar sentiments in their critical review of race and 
ethnicity in leadership studies literature. Specifically, they highlight a “discontinuity in theory 
building” wherein scholarly disciplines on the periphery of leadership studies—such as 
communication, cultural studies, and education routinely use critical approaches to examine 
issues of race and racism, the field of leadership studies has generally lagged behind. They 
expound,  
“The nature of traditional leadership and theory and research itself assumes a generic 
relevance of western ideas. This is reflected in both the preference for positivist 
methodologies and in dominant definitions of leadership. Partly as a result, traditional 
leadership theory has tended to operate with color-blind or gender-blind assumptions” (p. 
888).  
Like Ospina and Foldy (2009), higher education scholars have also begun to use critical 
lenses to synthesize and review current literature. Harper (2012), for example used a framework 
of color-blind racism (Bonilla-Silva, 2009) to highlight the ways in which higher education 
researchers routinely fail to appropriately theorize race-related findings—often attributing race-
related differences to “anything but racism” (Harper, 2012). After reviewing the literature on 
Latino postsecondary access and success, (Núñez, 2014) drew inspiration from prior work on 
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intersectionality (Collins, 1990; Crenshaw, 1989) to propose a framework to more fully capture 
the influence of Latinx students’ multiple identities (e.g. nation of origin, class, gender, 
sexuality, immigrant status, language fluency, religion) on related educational outcomes. 
Purpose and Research Questions 
Given the call for increased clarity in research around student identity and leadership 
development (Arminio et al., 2000; Dugan, 2011; Dugan et al., 2012; Guthrie et al., 2013; Kezar 
& Moriarty, 2000), and the surge in dialogue around the use of critical approaches to identity-
based research, the present article utilizes critical quantitative inquiry (Stage & Wells, 2014) to 
guide a synthesis of leadership development literature published in highly- rated, peer-reviewed 
higher education and leadership journals from 1997-2017. Specifically, the research questions 
examine: 
1.   What is currently known about the relationships between student social identity (race and 
gender) and leadership capacity development according to the present body of literature 
(1997 – 2017)?  
2.   What theoretical, methodological, and student population gaps currently exist in the 
literature that might be addressed through applications of critical theory?  
This two-decade period was selected for two reasons. First, the empirical study of 
specific leadership capacity outcomes related to college student development has largely 
taken shape within the past 20 years (Dugan, 2011). Secondly, the University of Michigan 
affirmative action cases of the early 2000s (Gratz v. Bollinger, 2003, Grutter v. Bollinger, 
2003), are often credited with sparking the development of the “benefits of diversity” body of 
literature that centers on topics of campus climate, student engagement with diverse peers, 
and experiences of students from various racial backgrounds. This has significantly increased 
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research dedicated to understanding educational experiences and outcomes of students from 
different social identity groups. 
Theoretical Framework: Critical Quantitative Inquiry 
Critical scholars work toward identifying systems of power that perpetuate privilege, 
marginalization, and oppression in an effort to transform these systems (Guba, 1990). Critical 
scholarship is often thought of as a qualitative endeavor; however, several researchers have made 
significant contributions to current understandings of the ways critical thought can be applied 
through the use of quantitative methods (Bensimon & Bishop, 2012; Carter & Hurtado, 2007; 
Covarrubias & Vélez, 2013; Hernández, 2015; Stage, 2007a, 2007b; Teranishi, 2007; Wells & 
Stage, 2015). According to Stage and Wells (2014), quantitative criticalists must work toward 
three important ends. 
First, they must “use data to represent educational processess and outcomes on a large 
scale to reveal inequities and to identify social or institutional perpetuation of systematic 
inequalities in such processes and outcomes” (Stage & Wells, 2014, p. 2). Critical quantitative 
inquiry combats purported claims of neutrality, objectivity, and colorblindness by foregrounding 
the material effects of race and (structural) racism in all aspects of the research project 
(Bensimon & Bishop, 2012; Bonilla-Silva, 2009; Covarrubias & Vélez, 2013; Harper, 2012; 
Zuberi & Bonilla-Silva, 2008). This practice is uncommon in higher education research 
(Bensimon & Bishop, 2012; Covarrubias & Vélez, 2013; Harper, 2012; Iverson, 2007), which 
tends to rely on deficit-narratives of student of color “underachievement” (Bensimon & Bishop, 
2012; Covarrubias & Vélez, 2013; Harper, 2009; Solórzano & Yosso, 2002; Teranishi, 2007; 




Secondly, critical quantitative inquiry seeks to “question the models, measures, and 
analytic practices of quantitative research in order to offer competing models, measures, and 
analytic practices that better describe the experiences of those who have not been adequately 
represented” (Stage & Wells, 2014). Quantitative social scientists habitually rely on a handful of 
methods that uphold to a seemingly objective standard of rigor (Carter & Hurtado, 2007; 
Hernández, 2015; Wells & Stage, 2015). Such statistical methods; however, are ultimately rooted 
in white supremacy (Covarrubias & Vélez, 2013; Smedley & Smedley, 2005) and—when left 
uninterrogated—can perpetuate “an understanding of the world that futher solidifies racial 
hierarchies” (Covarrubias & Vélez, 2013, p. 273). As an example, Bensimon and Bishop (2012) 
call attention to the common use of research methods that control for race as a predictive 
demographic characteristic or exclude race altogether.  
Lastly, critical quantitative scholars are called to, “conduct culturally relevant research by 
studying institutions and people in context” (Stage & Wells, 2014). Postsecondary contexts are 
constantly evolving as they are shaped by and continue to shape modern society. Thus, higher 
education research must contend with changing demographics of students, faculty and staff, 
alterations to policies that affect studet access, retention, and graduation, and larger socipolitical 
forces that inform social perceptions and interactions (Bensimon & Bishop, 2012; Hurtado, 
2007; Renn, Dilley, & Prentice, 2003; Stage & Wells, 2014). Moreover,  it is recommended that 
quantitative criticalists draw from the rich knowledge produced by qualitative and mixed-
methods studies to add depth and context to quantitative interpretations (Covarrubias & Vélez, 






The present paper is divided into two sections. The first section synthesizes empirical 
findings in the literature around the central question of the infuences of student identity on 
student leadership capacity development. The second question uses Stage and Wells’ (2014) 
guiding framework to address methodological, theoretical, and student population gaps in the 
literature.  
Data Sources 
I began my search with five journals that routinely publish literature related to diverse 
college students and their development, the study of leadership, and/or leadership education: The 
Journal of College Student Development, The Journal of Diversity in Higher Education; The 
Journal of Student Affairs Research and Practice (formerly the NASPA Journal), The Journal of 
Leadership Studies, and The Journal of Leadership Education. Within the titles and abstracts of 
these articles published in the designated time period, I used the search terms, “leadership,” 
“development,” “leader;” “student,” “college,” and combinations of each to find studies 
specifically related to college student leader or leadership development.  
Dugan’s (2011) overview of research on college student leadership development, served 
as a second source. I looked for similar articles as those presented in Dugan’s (2011) review by 
typing each article into the Google Scholar search engine and using the “related articles” search 
function (scholar.google.com). Lastly, I consulted the list of peer-reviewed publications featured 
on the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL) website, due to the proliferation of student 
leadership development research that uses the MSL database (“Publications,” 
www.leadershipstudy.net.). This cursory scan resulted in a total of 159 articles.  
The next phase of analysis filtered these articles to find those explicitly focused on race 
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and gender. I searched article titles and abstracts for the following: “identity;” “gender;” 
“women;” “men;” “race;” “ethnicity;” “African American;” “Black;” “Latino/a;” “Hispanic;” 
“Latinx;” “Asian American;” “White;” “Mixed Race” and “Multiracial.”  
Finally, any cited articles that fit within the search parameters that surfaced while 
conducting the review were included. but are were not discovered in the initial search were 
included. The present review examines 24 articles, listed in Table 2.1. 
Limitations and Delimitations 
Due to the sheer volume of research on the topic of student leadership, articles 
concerning (a) student activism, (b) Greek letter organizations; (c) service-learning; (d) non-
leadership specific forms of campus engagement and/or (e) lacking a clear emphasis on the 
leadership-capacity outcomes in question were not included as a primary focus of study. 
“Ethnicity” is included as a search term due to the tendency of scholars to, at times, use the terms 
“race” and “ethnicity” interchangeably. All other facets of identity, including international 
student status are excluded. With regard to student populations, undergraduate students at 
postsecondary institutions in the U.S. are the focus, but studies that examine other student 
populations within the same study are not be excluded from review. Lastly, the present review 
does not incorporate dissertation, thesis, book, conference, or other non-peer-reviewed or non-













































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Part 1: Findings—Leadership Capacity Development by Race, Gender 
The analysis yielded several key relationships between student social identity and 
contemporary leadership capacity. From the studies presented above, student race and gender 
relate strongly with leadership (a) conceptualizations; (b) identity; (c) confidence; (d) 
motivation; and (e) civic knowledge and/or social issues awareness/advocacy.  
Conceptualizations of the the Leader Label and Process of Leadership 
 
Research linking student identity with leadership commonly centers around (a) student’s 
psychosocial identity development (Guthrie et al., 2013; Jones & Abes, 2013; Renn et al., 2003; 
Renn & Ozaki, 2010); (b) student’s conceptualizations about what it means to mean a leader and 
what the leadership process consists of (Arminio et al., 2000; Haber, 2012), and (c) the extent to 
which they see themselves as leaders or possess an affective leader identity (Garcia et al., 2017; 
Komives et al., 2005; Renn & Ozaki, 2010; Rosch, Boyd, & Duran, 2014). The body of literature 
concerning student development of psychosocial identity is vast (Evans et al., 2009; Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 2005; Renn et al., 2003) and, although related, exists beyond the primary scope of this 
review. Thus, this section will emphasize students’ conceptualizations of leaders and the 
leadership process, and the strength of their associations with themselves as leaders.  
One of the most widely cited studies of student leadership perception is Arminio et al.’s 
(2000) study of experiences of student leaders of color. In an analysis of 106 structured 
interviews of student leaders of color on two campuses, Arminio and colleagues (2000) found 
that some participants prefer to eschew the “leader” label in favor of more group-oriented 
leadership notions. Arminio et al. (2000) study also addresses the sometimes negative 
connotation of the leader label for students of color in relation to systems of power and privilege. 
Specifically, study participants called attention to the potential of the leader label to send the 
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message that they had effectively bought-in” to a system that perpetuates their own oppression. 
Students of color in this study also discussed a burden that can come along with holding the title 
of “leader,” citing an awareness of the potential to be judged as too radical, or not radical 
enough.  
Converesly, Haber’s (2012) thematic analysis of students’ free-written defintions of 
leadership concluded that, overall, college students generally possess a hierarchical or leader-
centric view of leadership, especially those over the age of 24. Moreover, she reported that White 
students were more likely to view leadership as related to a shared goal than any other group, and  
American Indian students associated leadership less so with Common Purpose than other racial 
group. Lastly, she surmised that, “for the most part, students think about leadership similarly, 
regardless of race” (p. 44). 
Although not focused on self-identitifed conceptualizations of leadership, research using 
the Social Change Model (SCM) (Higher Education Research Institute, 1996; Komives, Wagner, 
& Associates, 2009) illuminates relationships between race and gender identity and orientations 
toward collaborative leadership processes. The model defines seven interrelated social change 
outcomes, operationalized through the Socially Responsible Leadership Scale (SRLS) (Tyree, 
1998). These values include  
1.   Individual Values: Consciousness of Self, Congruence, and Commitment;  
2.   Group Values: Collaboration, Common Purpose, and Controversy with Civility; and 
3.   Societal/Community Values: Citizenship and Change. 
Using the SCM (Higher Education Research Institute, 1996; Komives et al., 2009), 
Dugan (2006) surveyed 853 undergraduate students at a large, public, doctoral granting 
institution in the west. He found that women reported higher scores than men across all eight of 
 
 30 
the leadership constructs, with all but Collaboration and Controversy with Civility displaying 
statistical significance.  
In a larger study of 50,378 undergraduates across 52 institutions, Dugan, Komives and 
Segar (2008) examined college students’ capacities for socially responsible leadership by race, 
gender, and sexual orientation. Findings again indicated that women scored higher on most 
measures than men. With regard to race, African American/Black students report statistically 
higher orientations toward the individual value of Consciousness of Self, the group values of 
Controversy with Civility and the societal/community values of Citizenship and Change than 
White students. Asian American students reported statistically significantly lower values than all 
peer racial groups except Native Americans on the individual values of Congruence and 
Commitment, the group value of Controversy with Civility and the societal/community values of 
Citizenship and Change. Asian American students in the sample reported significantly lower 
scores than all racial peer groups on Consciousness of Self. 
Leader(ship) Identity and Confidence 
Current research suggests that there is a relationship between the internal beliefs about 
one’s personal leadership ability and extent to which that individual will consider him or herself 
a leader (Boatwright & Egidio, 2003; Garcia et al., 2017; Guthrie et al., 2013; Hannah, Avolio, 
Luthans, & Harms, 2008). Some scholars refer to this as a leader or leadership identity, or, “a 
student’s own theory about who or she is as a leader and how the student thinks of himself or 
herself and his or her role in relation to the world” (Guthrie et al., 2013, p. 31).  
In a grounded theory study, Komives et al. (2005) identified personal, group, and 
developmental influences that informed the creation of a six-stage leadership identity 
development model. Within this model, students possess the potential to move from 
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Awarneness—the recongition that leaders exist, but not identifying as leader personally to the 
Integration/Synthesis stage—“a time of continual, active engagement with leadership as a daily 
process as part of self identity” (p. 607).  
Using the the LID model (Komives et al., 2005), Renn & Ozaki (2010) examined 
leadership development processes for students of identity-based student organizations and found 
that most students resided in one of the three beginning stages of the model. That is, “participants 
percieved that groups were comprised of leaders and followers and believed that leaders did 
leadership—that leaders were responsible for group outcomes” (Komives et al., 2005, p. 606). 
This means that, like participants of Haber’s (2012) study, leaders of identity-based 
organizations may equate the process of leadership exclusively with the role of leader (Renn & 
Ozaki, 2010). 
Garcia et al. (2017) also used the LID model (Komives, et al., 2005) as a guiding 
framework—focusing less on the identity stages, and more on the contextual factors that 
contributed to Latino male students’ “beliefs about their leadership development, leadership 
capacity, and experiences as leaders” (p. 6). For participants in this mixed methods study, social 
self-concept, social fraternity membership, ethnic student group membership, and peer 
interactions emerged as significant infuences of Latino male leadership development. With 
regard to developing a leader identity, social self-concept (confidence in social skills) and peer 
interactions played important roles. For these students, adult mentors—such as precollege 
teachers—instilled a sense of confidence in the students’ abilities, which translated into their 
college experiences. Several participants in this study also credited their peers with boosting their 
confidence in their leadership abilities, citing instances where “their peers saw leadership 
potential in them before they saw it in themselves” (Garcia et al., 2017, p. 12). Although these 
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Latino male participants discussed the importance of peer and adult mentors in their 
development in their ability to see themselves as a leader or change agent, but findings from the 
study did not point to low self-confidence to begin with (Garcia et al., 2017). This is consistent 
with other research on gender and leadership self-efficacy.  
Kezar and Moriarty (2000) found that both African American and White male college 
students viewed their leadership abilities more favorably as incoming students—and four years 
later—than African American and White women. Incoming Asian Pacific American women 
students more strongly agreed that they did not possess the skills necessary to be a leader on 
campus than their male APA peers in a study conducted by Liu and Sedlacek (1999). Fear of 
negative evaluation emerged as a significant predictor of college women’s aspirations for 
leadership (Boatwright & Egidio, 2003), with higher leadership aspirations being correlated with 
lower fear.  
Motivation to Lead 
Boatwright & Egidio’s (2003) findings align with the data that indicate that White 
women tend to focus more on trait-related leadership development goals, such as increasing their 
confidence to speak up in groups, than White men—who were more interested in developing 
skills to advance their goals (Rosch et al., 2014). Some of the other driving forces behind college 
women’s aspirations for leadership include the opportunity to (a) develop communication skills 
(Rosch et al., 2014), (b) foster meaningful connections with others (Boatwright & Egidio, 2003; 
Renn & Ozaki, 2010), and (c) advocate for social justice issues (Broido, 2000; Renn & Ozaki, 
2010). 
Additional literature has suggested that students of different identity groups may be 
driven to engage in leadership-oriented activities for different reasons. For some students of 
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color, the decision to become involved in student organizations on campus stemmed from the 
encouragement of peers or mentors (Arminio et al., 2000; Garcia et al., 2017; Renn & Ozaki, 
2010). Students of color also join campus organizations to meet peers with similar interests 
(Renn & Ozaki, 2010), deepen understanding of their personal and/or social identities (Renn & 
Ozaki, 2010; Sutton & Terrell, 1997), learn about and/or how to interact with other cultures 
(Arminio et al., 2000; Harper & Quaye, 2007), and advocate for issues important to them 
(Harper & Quaye, 2007; Renn & Ozaki, 2010).  
In some cases, students of color and/or women reportedly started their own organizations 
after feeling excluded from traditionally White and/or male-dominated positions and groups 
(Arminio et al., 2000; Broido, 2000; Renn & Ozaki, 2010; Sutton & Terrell, 1997). Women 
leaders of color in the Arminio et al. (2000) study reflected on the double-oppression they faced 
as women and racial minorities, and the stereotypes they encountered that their same-race male 
peers did not have to contend with.  
Upon joining an organization, students of color may feel compelled to take on a 
leadership role or create change within the organization due to the model set by peers who have 
held that position previously (Arminio et al., 2000; Garcia et al., 2017). Moreover, once in these 
positions, students often possess a responsibility to then carry themselves as mentors and role 
models. An Asian American woman in the Arminio et al. (2000) study explained that the 
“responsibility that comes with leadership is that you are a role model for other people” (p. 502). 
Similarly, a Mexican American/Chicano leader in an ethnic student organization reflected on the 
organization’s guiding philosophy, “It’s always been, look towards others…be the leader that 
develops others and puts people in the position where they get the responsibility, and they feel 
like they are investing time [in] something” (Garcia et al., 2017, p. 11). Motivation to lead due to 
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a sense of responsibility toward peers also emerged as a significant leadership outcome for Black 
male participants of an all-Black-male leadership program, suggesting that participating in a 
leadership immersion experience with others who share a similary identity may increase the 
sense of duty one feels to “step up” as a leader (Collins et al., 2017). 
Civic Knowledge/Social Responsibility 
 
Prior research has shown that students of color tend to possess a stronger awareness of 
their racial identity than White students (Komives et al., 2005), are more likely to increase in 
their cultural knowledge during college relative to their White peers (Antonio, 2001), and are 
often driven to engage in leadership opportunities or behaviors in an effort to address issues that 
affect their communities (Harper & Quaye, 2007; Renn & Ozaki, 2010).  
African American male students at Predominantly White Institutions (PWIs) in the 
Midwest expressed awareness and knowledge of key issues facing Black students on campus, 
such as low graduation and retention rates, and lack of access to important resources for Black 
and other minority organizations (Harper & Quaye, 2007). This awareness served as the impetus 
for them to get involved in both Black/minority student organizations as well as predominantly 
White organizations (Harper & Quaye, 2007). Harper & Quaye (2007) elaborate, “Each student 
leader articulated a commitment to uplifting the African American community and devoted 
himself to dispelling stereotypes, breaking down barriers, and opening new doors for other 
African American students on his campus” (p. 134). These students also cited the ability to 
communicate and collaborate with people from different racial, ethnic, socioeconomic, and 
sexual orientation backgrounds as pertinent skills gained through their student organization 





In a study of leadership and co-curricular perception of incoming Asian American men 
and women, Liu and Sedlacek (1999) reported that although Asian American women racism as 
an important social issue, they expressed an overall lack of interest in political and social groups 
on campus and, more than men, felt that social demonstrations were a waste of time. Liu and 
Sedlacek (1999) suggested that this may be due to a cultural value of harmony that stands in 
opposition to engaging in antagonistic behavior. In relation to the Social Change Model (Higher 
Education Research Institute, 1996; Komives et al., 2009), Asian American students have been 
found to score significantly lower than students from all other racial groups on the measure of 
Consciousness of Self (Dugan & Komives, 2010; Dugan et al., 2008). The Consciousness of Self 
value describes an awareness of beliefs, values, attitudes, and emotions that motivate one to take 
action (Dugan et al., 2008; Komives et al., 2011). 
Although students of color may possess a stronger sense of their social identities and the 
privileges and forms of oppression they are likely to face because of them, several studies exist 
pertaining to the social justice ally development of White students as well as other members of 
dominant groups who work to end the oppression of marginalized groups (Broido, 2000; Munin 
& Speight, 2010; Reason & Broido, 2005). 
For these students, awareness of social issues and processes of meaning-making around 
their own identity served as important precursors to social justice action (Broido, 2000; Reason, 
Millar, & Scales, 2005). Several factors in the college context contribute to cultural awareness 
and knowledge for White students including participation in diversity workshops (Antonio, 
2001; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000), interacting students of another race (Antonio, 2001; Broido, 
2000), and developing interracial friendships (Antonio, 2001). Moreover, precollege influences 
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such as the intentional education about diversity and privilege by parents were crucial to the 
development of White students’ orientations toward social justice (Broido, 2000; Munin & 
Speight, 2010; Reason et al., 2005).  
Part 2: Discussion 
 
This section addresses the second research question: What theoretical, methodological, 
and student population gaps currently exist in the literature that might be addressed through 
applications of critical theory?  
Student Population 
 Of the 24 articles examined in this review, 46% (n = 11) relied exclusively on 
populations from Predominantly White Institutions (PWIs). Moreover, 33% (n = 8) of samples 
reported a demographic breakdown that was more than 60% White. Lastly, 33% (n = 8) of 
studies focused on particular race or gender group. 
 Several studies compared leadership outcomes by race (Antonio, 2001; Dugan & 
Komives, 2010; Dugan et al., 2008; Haber, 2012; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Kodama & Dugan, 
2013; Rosch et al., 2014, 2016; Rosch, Collier, & Thompson, 2015). Two studies focused on 
students of color broadly defined (Arminio et al., 2000; Renn & Ozaki, 2010). Five studies 
centered on African American/Black students, with three focusing on Black males specifically 
(Collins et al., 2017; Harper & Quaye, 2007; Sutton & Terrell, 1997), one examining experiences 
of both Black women and Black men (Kimbrough & Hutcheson, 1998) and one that did not 
disaggregate by gender (Flowers, 2004). One study focused on differences in leadership 
perceptions among Asian American male and female incoming first-year students (Liu & 
Sedlacek, 1999). One study examined Latino Male leadership development (Garcia et al., 2017). 
Three studies examined the social justice ally development of White students (Broido, 2000; 
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Munin & Speight, 2010; Reason et al., 2005). One study added a measure of collective racial 
esteem (CRE) to assess variance in students’ capacities for socially responsible leadership, by 
race (Dugan et al., 2012). Lastly, one study examined women’s leadership aspirations, but did 
not disaggregate by race (Boatwright & Egidio, 2003).  
Theory and Methods 
 Within the body of 24 studies, 58% (n = 14) used quantitative analytic methods, 33% (n 
= 7) used qualitative approaches, and 8% (n = 3) used mixed methods designs. With regard to 
theory, the most oft-used frameworks were the Social Change Model (HERI, 1991) 21% (n = 5) 
and Astin’s I-E-O (1991, 1993) model of which 21% (n = 5) studies used alone, or in 
conjunction with another framework. Thirty-eight percent of studies (n = 9) used some other 
theoretical or conceptual framework such as the Ready-Willing-Able (Keating, Rosch, & 
Burgoon, 2014) model of student leadership capacity (Collins et al., 2017; Rosch et al., 2016) or 
the Komives et al. (2005) Leadership Identity Development (LID) model (Garcia et al., 2017; 
Renn & Ozaki, 2010). Lastly, 35% (n = 9) did not report using a theoretical or conceptual model 
of any kind.  
Applying Critical Theory 
According to Stage and Wells (2014), quantitative criticalists must work toward three 
important ends. First, they must “use data to represent educational processess and outcomes on a 
large scale to reveal inequities and to identify social or institutional perpetuation of systematic 
inequalities in such processes and outcomes” (Stage & Wells, 2014, p. 2). Secondly, critical 
quantitative inquiry seeks to “question the models, measures, and analytic practices of 
quantitative research in order to offer competing models, measures, and analytic practices that 
better describe the experiences of those who have not been adequately represented” (Stage & 
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Wells, 2014). Lastly, critical quantitative scholars are called to, “conduct culturally relevant 
research by studying institutions and people in context” (Stage & Wells, 2014, p. 3). My 
suggestions for future research alighn with these aims.  
 It is evident that within the present body of student leadership development literature, 
voices of Latinx students, Asian American students, Native American/Indigenous student 
populations, and Black women continue to be silenced.  In order to best serve the increasingly 
diverse populations on today’s college campuses, it is important to deepen our understandings of 
the ways these students develop. This means we must: 
Diversify the institutional types that serve as our data collection hot-spots. Although 
the nation’s college campuses are becoming more diverse with respect to race, ethnicity, national 
origin, age, and gender (Kena et al., 2014), these demographic shifts are not happening at all 
types of institutions at the same rates. Scholars must be diligent in conducting research with 
participants at community colleges, Hispanic-serving institutions, Historically Black Colleges 
and Universities, Tribal Colleges, and Liberal Arts institutions.  
Actively recruit students of color to participate in leadership experiences and/or 
find the spaces where they are engaging in leadership and meet them there. In addition to 
diversifying research samples, leadership educators and student affairs administrators must make 
sure that the students on their campuses are actively engaged in meaningful leadership 
development experiences. The present review showed that ethnic or identity-based student 
organizations are particularly impactful avenues through which students of color gain leadership 
confidence and skill. These students are often compelled to join these organizations after seeing 
their friends and peers join. On one hand, this points to the power of peer influence as a means to 
increase student engagement for uninvolved students. On the other hand, this highlights the need 
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for more visible and accessible adult mentors such as faculty members and staff advisors who 
reflect the diversity of the student body. 
Allow students to speak for themselves. Much of the current student leadership 
literature is quantitative in nature. However, much of what we know about developmental 
processes for students of color and White social justice allies has come from qualitative and 
mixed-methods research (Arminio et al., 2000; Broido, 2000; Garcia et al., 2017; Haber, 2012; 
Harper & Quaye, 2007; Komives et al., 2005). Without this important work, we may not have 
otherwise become attuned to the sometimes negative connotation of the leader label for students 
of color in relation to systems of power and privilege (Arminio et al., 2000), or the importance of 
pre-college mentors and parents to the development of college leaders (Garcia et al., 2017; 
Munin & Speight, 2010). It is critically important that studies of student leadership continue to 
uncover the rich stories and experiences of students prior-to and during their college years.  
Be clear about the kinds of generalizations that can be made given the study sample. 
In the same way that qualitative and mixed methods studies offer incredible depth and nuance to 
research findings, qualitative findings can sometimes be misleading in their generalizations. For 
example, Kezar and Moriarty’s (2000) oft-cited study provides important insight  into the 
experiences and contexts that aid in the leadership development of African American men and 
women and White men and women. However, when this study is cited, it is not often noted that 
94% of the 9,731 surveyed were White men and women. Should a study wherein African 
American women and African American men make up 3.7% and 2.2% of the sample be 
considered accurate? Valid? Generalizable?  
Similarly, Boatwright, Egidio and colleagues (2003) offer findings about the influence of 
213 female college students’ aspirations for leadership in their future careers. The sample 
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included 213 female college students at a Predominantly White liberal arts college, 200 (94%) of 
whom identified as White, 8 (4%) who identified as African American, and 4 (2%) who 
identified as Asian American. Boatwright et al. (2003) explain that, “due to our sample’s 
racial/ethnic homogeneity, ethnicity was not included in the primary design” (p. 661). This is 
problematic; however, due to the inclusion of constructs such as femininity, connectedness needs, 
fear of negative evaluation, and self-esteem, which would likely have very different implications 
for these women depending on their race.  
Root research findings in context. Thus, it is incredibly important to situate findings in 
context. Many studies of student leadership development rely on samples from Predominantly 
White Institutions. What might this say about the students in the study and the leadership 
experiences they may or may not have access to? What does this mean for students of color who 
may be one of the only participants who looks like them in a given leadership context? How 
might the PWI context affect opportunities for mentorship? What is the campus racial climate 
like at these institutions?  
Moreover, the study of student identity must be contextualized (Guthrie et al., 2013; 
Jones & Abes, 2013). In Cultivating Leader Identity and Capacity in Students from Diverse 
Backgrounds, Guthrie et al. (2013) discuss the importance of considering intersections of identity 
as well as the relative  importance students place on each of these identities asserting, “Paradoxes 
of privilege create complex identity dynamics, thus influencing the salience of some social 
identities” (p. 41). Stage (2007b) also aadvocates for intersectional work explaining, “When 
populations differ, separate analyses are needed. Differences in peoples’ experiences require 
closer focus on racial or ethnic groups. Furthermore, we must push to examine within racial 
groups . . . exploring difference and resisting the temptation to make blanket comparisons across 
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groups” (p. 99). 
Evidence of these intersectional influences arose in the review of literature, with women 
advocates for social justice in Broido (2000) and students in the Renn and Ozaki (2010) study 
discussing the need to carve out their own spaces when excluded from traditionally male-
dominated positions and groups. Likewise, women leaders of color in the Arminio et al. (2000) 
study reflected on the double-oppression they faced as women and racial minorities, and the 
stereotypes they encountered that their same-race male peers did not have to contend with.  
Those engaged in survey research in particular, then, must find ways to account for 
intersectionality and social identity salience. Dugan, Kodama, and Gebhardt (2012) included a 
measure of collective racial esteem for this very purpose, but this study design is an anomaly 
among the quantitative pieces included in this review. Other ways to contextualize identity-
related findings may come through the use of more robust applications of student development 
theories—which offer rich information about how college students develop in various aspects of 
their psychosocial identities, but are rarely used to theorize or contextual student leadership 
findings.  
Conclusion 
Given the call for increased clarity in research around student identity and leadership 
development (Arminio et al., 2000; Dugan, 2011; Dugan et al., 2012; Guthrie et al., 2013; Kezar 
& Moriarty, 2000), and the surge in dialogue around the use of critical approaches to identity-
based research, the present article utilized critical quantitative inquiry (Stage & Wells, 2014) to 
guide a synthesis of leadership development literature published in highly- rated, peer-reviewed 
higher education and leadership journals from 1997-2017. Specifically, the research questions 
examined what is currently known about the relationships between student social identity (race 
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and gender) and leadership capacity development and the theoretical, methodological, and 
student population gaps that might be addressed through applications of critical theory. 
Findings from the review suggest that student race and gender relate strongly with 
leadership (a) conceptualizations; (b) identity; (c) confidence; (d) motivation; and (e) civic 
knowledge and/or social issues awareness/advocacy. The present body of literature relies most 
heavily on quantitative research designs, student populations from Predominantly White 
Institutions, and often-times does not employ the use of any theoretical or conceptual framework. 
Thoughtful applications of critical theory can strengthen the study of student leadership 
development by providing more opportunities to learn from the lived experiences of students of 


















Leadership Self-Efficacy, Skill, and Motivation of Women College Students:  
Do Differences Exist by Racial Identity? 
Higher education institutions, educational accrediting agencies, and employers have 
begun to place increased emphasis on leadership-related knowledge, skills, and behaviors as 
important learning outcomes in recent years (Association of American Colleges & Universities, 
2008; Komives et al., 2011; National Association of Colleges and Employers, 2013). Growth in 
student leadership capacity has been attributed to many educational factors and experiences 
including participation in student organizations (Arminio et al., 2000; Flowers, 2004; Garcia et 
al., 2017; Harper & Quaye, 2007; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Kuh, 1995), mentor and faculty 
interactions (Thompson, 2006), exposure to diversity courses and conversations with diverse 
peers (Antonio, 2001; Dugan et al., 2011; Dugan & Komives, 2010; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; 
Mayhew & Fernández Deluca, 2007; Reason & Broido, 2005), and participation in formal 
leadership programs (Collins et al., 2017; Dugan & Komives, 2007; Dugan, 2006; Rosch et al., 
2016; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999). 
Although these kinds of educational experiences have been shown to be of benefit to 
college students broadly, changing racial and gender enrollments of today’s postsecondary 
institutions necessitate further investigation into the impact of these programs for different 
subpopulations of students (Guthrie et al., 2013). In an effort to understand developmental 
processes in line with increasingly diverse campus contexts, findings within the existing body of 
literature are often disaggregated by race, gender, and/or sexual orientation, (Arminio et al., 
2000; Dugan et al., 2012; Dugan & Komives, 2010; Flowers, 2004; Harper & Quaye, 2007; 
Inkelas, 2004; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Kodama & Dugan, 2013; Renn, 2007). Unfortunately, 
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few studies take into account within-group differences—exploring leadership development 
between men and women of the same race, or racialized experiences of students within the same 
gender group. The purpose of the present study is to explore racial subgroup differences in the 
development of college women’s leadership self-efficacy, skill, and motivation to lead. 
Women in Leadership  
For the first time in U.S. history, the percentage of U.S. women aged 25 and older with a 
bachelor’s degree or higher (33%) is not statistically different from that of men (32%) (Ryan & 
Bauman, 2016). Of the over 20.2 million students enrolled in 2-and-4-year postsecondary 
institutions in the U.S. today, women make up roughly 56.5% (Kena et al., 2014). Of this 56.5%, 
31% identify as White, 8.7% as Black, 9.1% identify as Latina/Hispanic, and 3.3% as 
Asian/Pacific Islander. Within the past decade, native-born 25-to-34-year -old White, Black, 
Hispanic and Asian women have become significantly more likely than their male counterparts 
in each respective racial group to attain at least a bachelor’s degree (Ryan & Bauman, 2016). 
Despite these trends, women (of color in particular) are still significantly 
underrepresented in the nation’s most influential leadership positions relative to their educational 
attainment and representation in the labor force overall (Warner, 2014). Women currently make 
up 47% of the U.S. labor force, and 59% of the college-educated, entry-level workforce. 
However, the representation of women in corporate leadership positions has only shifted slightly 
in the past 20 years (Warner, 2014). Today, only 4.0% of CEO positions, and 19.2% of board 
seats within the nation’s S&P 500 companies are held by women (Catalyst, 2016). Of these 
women board members, 80.2% are white, 11.7% are Black, 4.4% are Latina, 3.7% are Asian 
(Catalyst, 2016).  
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 The slow rate of diversification among the nation’s corporations may be attributable 
societal conceptualizations of what leadership “looks like” and who is “qualified” to be a leader 
that are informed by dominant patriarchal, White-supremacist ideologies (Hoyt, 2005; Kezar et 
al., 2006; Ospina & Foldy, 2009). Such conceptualizations characterize processes of leadership 
as hierarchical, unidirectional, and used to maintain order and connote images of leaders as those 
who possess masculine traits such as assertiveness, charisma, intelligence, and gregariousness 
(Eagly & Carli, 2007; Kezar et al., 2006; Northouse, 2015; Ospina & Foldy, 2009; Preskill & 
Brookfield, 2009; Rost, 1993). Despite definitions of relational leadership that permeate 
employers’ recruitment materials and postsecondary learning objectives (Association of 
American Colleges & Universities, 2008; National Association of Colleges and Employers, 
2013), college students, on the aggregate, still tend to possess such hierarchical understandings 
of leadership (Haber, 2012; Komives et al., 2005; Renn & Ozaki, 2010). 
College Women Leadership Capacity Development 
Current research shows that these kinds of leadership connotations may impact the 
leadership self-confidence of college women. Kezar and Moriarty (2000) found that both African 
American and White male college students viewed their leadership abilities more favorably as 
incoming students—and four years later—than African American and White women. Incoming 
Asian Pacific American women students more strongly agreed that they did not possess the skills 
necessary to be a leader on campus than their male APA peers in a study conducted by Liu and 
Sedlacek (1999). Also, in an analysis of students’ open-ended definitions of leadership, Haber 
(2012) concluded that women were more likely to view the process of leadership in light of 
personal qualities. This aligns with the finding that white women tend to focus more on trait-
related leadership development goals, such as the confidence to speak up in groups, than White 
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men—who were more interested in developing skills to advance their goals—in a study of 
college student leadership development plans (Rosch et al., 2014). Moreover, Boatwright & 
Egidio (2003) concluded that college women’s scores on measures of femininity were negatively 
correlated with their leadership aspirations.  
These findings do not suggest; however, that college women do not possess the desire, 
motivation, or skills to lead (Dugan et al., 2008; Rosch et al., 2016). Some of the driving forces 
behind college women’s aspirations for leadership include the opportunity to (a) develop 
communication skills (Rosch et al., 2014), (b) foster meaningful connections with others 
(Boatwright & Egidio, 2003; Renn & Ozaki, 2010), and (c) advocate for social justice issues 
(Broido, 2000; Renn & Ozaki, 2010). Participation in student organizations (Arminio et al., 
2000; Broido, 2000; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; Renn & Ozaki, 2010), interactions with faculty 
(Kezar & Moriarty, 2000), group projects, (Kezar & Moriarty, 2000), volunteer work (Dugan & 
Komives, 2010; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000), and interactions with diverse peers (Kezar & 
Moriarty, 2000) have been associated with college women leadership development, as has formal 
leadership program participation (Dugan & Komives, 2007; Dugan, 2011; Kezar & Moriarty, 
2000; Rosch et al., 2016). 
Conceptual Framework: Critical Quantitative Inquiry 
Within much of the student leadership development literature, comparisons are drawn 
between men and women in ways that do not adequately account for racial variability within 
gender subgroups. This can hinder our ability to draw meaningful conclusions about leadership 
development processes, especially for women students of color. For women of color, 
intersections of race and gender may exacerbate the material consequences of patriarchical, 
capitalist, heteronormative, White supremacist social structures that marginalize women but 
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praise Whiteness (Arminio et al., 2000; Collins, 1990; Crenshaw, 1989; Delgado & Stefancic, 
2007; Ladson-Billings, 2013; McCoy & Rodricks, 2015; Ospina & Foldy, 2009; Renn & Ozaki, 
2010; Solórzano & Yosso, 2002). Those who are simultaneously not-male and not-White are 
thus, doubly-oppressed. This is the premise of intersectionality or antiessentialism, a key tenet of 
critical race theory (Collins, 1990; Crenshaw, 1989; Delgado & Stefancic, 2007; Ladson-
Billings, 2013).  
Critical scholars work toward identifying systems of power that perpetuate privilege, 
marginalization, and oppression such as these in an effort to transform these systems (Guba, 
1990). Critical scholarship is often thought of as a qualitative endeavor; however, several 
researchers have made significant contributions to current understandings of the ways critical 
thought can be applied through the use of quantitative methods (Bensimon & Bishop, 2012; 
Carter & Hurtado, 2007; Covarrubias & Vélez, 2013; Hernández, 2015; Stage, 2007a, 2007b; 
Teranishi, 2007; Wells & Stage, 2015). According to Stage and Wells (2014), quantitative 
criticalists must work toward three important ends. 
First, they must “use data to represent educational processess and outcomes on a large 
scale to reveal inequities and to identify social or institutional perpetuation of systematic 
inequalities in such processes and outcomes” (Stage & Wells, 2014, p. 2). Critical quantitative 
inquiry combats purported claims of neutrality, objectivity, and colorblindness by foregrounding 
the material effects of race and (structural) racism in all aspects of the research project 
(Bensimon & Bishop, 2012; Bonilla-Silva, 2009; Covarrubias & Vélez, 2013; Harper, 2012; 
Zuberi & Bonilla-Silva, 2008).  
Secondly, critical quantitative inquiry seeks to “question the models, measures, and 
analytic practices of quantitative research in order to offer competing models, measures, and 
 
 48 
analytic practices that better describe the experiences of those who have not been adequately 
represented” (Stage & Wells, 2014). With respect to intersectionality, (Covarrubias & Vélez, 
2013, p. 276) explain, “non-intersectional analyses conceal the intra-group differences and elide 
the fact that different status identity holders within any given social group are differently situated 
with respect to how much, and the  form of discrimination they are likely to face” (Covarrubias 
& Vélez, 2013, p. 276). As a recommendation to address this methodological concern, Carter & 
Hurtado (2007) suggest studying one specific population at a time so that “more of the group’s 
internal variability can be examined,” more fully illuminating within-group heterogeneity (p. 31).  
Lastly, critical quantitative scholars are called to, “conduct culturally relevant research by 
studying institutions and people in context” (Stage & Wells, 2014). This can be interpreted, for 
example, as situating findings within larger societal contexts, investigating the ways 
environmental contexts influence the outcomes in question, or grounding interpretations of 
quantitative findings in contextual knowledge provided from qualitative or mixed-methods 
studies. Carter and Hurtado (2007) link the concept of context to generalizability, discussing the 
tension between quantitiative methods and the expectation that findings are applicable across 
higher education settings. Thus, they contend that context-specific studies, rather than 
quantiative studies that purport generalizability, can greatly contribute to the improvement of 
educational policy and practice when appropriately applied (Carter & Hurtado, 2007). 
Research Question 
The present study uses the critical quantitative inquiry as a guide to examine within-
group differences for women participants of a of a moderate-term (Dugan & Komives, 2007) 
leadership program, by race. Specifically, the guiding research question is: To what extent do 




Formal Leadership Programs 
The term “formal leadership program” refers to a collection of overarching leadership 
learning experiences intentionally designed for the purpose of developing or enhancing students’ 
leadership knowledge, skills, and values (Dugan & Komives, 2007; Dugan, 2011; Wagner, 
2011). Some formal leadership programs exist as part of the academic curriculum in the form of 
leadership courses, minors and majors (Dugan & Komives, 2007; Wagner, 2011; Zimmerman-
Oster & Burkhardt, 1999). Examples of co-curricular formal leadership programs include 
workshops, trainings, and retreats focused on the development of student leadership capacity 
(Dugan & Komives, 2007; Wagner, 2011; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999). 
Despite the wide variety of contexts, designs, purposes and modes of delivery of formal 
leadership programs the empirical study of student participation in formal leadership programs is 
relatively sparse (Dugan, 2011; Owen, 2012; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999) and rarely 
examines impact of different leadership program formats and durations (Dugan & Komives, 
2007; Dugan et al., 2011). Extant literature; however, has generally reported a positive 
relationship between participation in formal leadership activities and broadly defined leadership-
related outcomes for college student participants (Dugan & Komives, 2007; Zimmerman-Oster 
& Burkhardt, 1999).  
Data Source 
Data were collected via pre-and-post-test surveys administered directly prior to, and just 
after, the completion of a 6-day leadership immersion program called the LeaderShape Institute. 
LeaderShape, Inc. is a not-for-profit organization that partners with over 100 university 
campuses, mostly within the United States, to conduct the 6-day Institute, hereafter referred to as 
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“sessions” (Rosch, Stephens, et al., 2015). The LeaderShape Institute is longer than a one-time 
workshop or training, but not as long as a multiple-semester certificate program, for example, 
and is thus considered a moderate-term formal leadership program (Dugan & Komives, 2007). It 
can be considered an immersion experience due to residential nature of the curriculum, which 
requires participants to reside in an off-campus site for six continuous days of active 
participation.  
Per the Leadershape website, 
“The Institute is LeaderShape’s six-day immersion program that challenges participants 
to lead with integrity while working towards a vision grounded in their deepest values. 
Participants explore what they want to do and who they want to be. The curriculum was 
created for individuals who are committed to taking their leadership to the next level and 
who want to make a significant impact on campus, in their communities, and in the 
world” (leadershape.org). 
The six-day curriculum is structured around the following themes: 
1.   Learning Goal Day One, Building Community: Understand the value of a supportive 
community in leadership practice. 
2.   Learning Goal Day Two, The Value of One, The Power of All: Recognize personal 
patterns of communication and influence. 
3.   Learning Goal Day Three, Challenging What Is, Looking to What Could Be: Develop 
and share a vision for the future. 
4.   Learning Goal Day Four, Bringing Vision to Reality: Define key strategies and 
relationships that move vision to reality. 
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5.   Learning Goal Day Five, Living and Leading with Integrity: Recognize the value of 
integrity in successful, effective leadership. 
6.   Learning Goal Day Six, Staying in Action: Identifying strategies for sustaining 
momentum (Leadershape Inc., 2015).  
 Over 4,000 students participate in the LeaderShape Institute sessions annually, and are recruited 
for participation in campus-based Institute sessions through an application process that is unique 
to each campus. Students interested in participating in a national session (comprised of students 
from national and international partner institutions) may apply directly through the LeaderShape 
website (leadershape.org). 
All partnering institutions were recruited for participation in the national study through an 
open call from LeaderShape from 2013-2015. The first year of data collection, 2014, yielded 21 
campus-based and 4 national sessions for a total of 25 participating sessions. The second year of 
data collection, 2015, yielded 17 campus-based and 5 national sessions for a total of 23 
participating sessions. These universities are diverse in terms of size, control, admissions 
selectivity, and faculty research output (see Appendix D). In addition to these 21 campus-based 
sessions, data were gathered at four national sessions open to participants from any university 
and hosted directly by LeaderShape, Inc.   
Sample 
 
 Institute participants were invited to voluntarily participate in the completion of hard-
copy pre-test on-site or at informational session prior to Day 1. Participants were then invited to 
complete a post-test survey immediately following the conclusion of the program on the sixth 
day –participation in survey. The pre-test and post-test phases yielded n=2,405 participants who 
completed at least 90% of one survey phase.  
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After excluding cases of participants that identified as anything other than woman (male, 
trans*, prefer not to answer, other), and filtering out international students (n=126), the final 
sample resulted in n = 1318 women across five racial categories that completed at least 90% of 
one phase of the survey.  
Table 3.1 
 
Race and Class Year of Women in Sample 
Category n Percentage of sample 
Race   
        African American/Black 235 17.8% 
        Asian American 133 10.09% 
        Latina/Hispanic 112 8.5% 
        White 740 56.0% 
        Multi-race 101 7.7% 
Class Year   
         First Year 401 30.0% 
         Second Year 426 31.5% 
         Third Year 372 27.5% 
         Fourth Year 113 8.4% 
         Grad Student 23 1.7% 
 
Conceptual Model and Instrumentation 
The pre and post test surveys consisted of eight subscale measures in addition to 
demographic and involvement history questions (see Appendix C). The eight leadership 
variables of interest correspond to the “Ready-Willing-Able” conceptual model of leadership 
capacity (Keating et al., 2014). Comprised of these primary facets of contemporary leadership, 
the model depicts interconnected components of effective leadership that serve to bolster one 
another when operating together. That is, in order for student leaders to maximize their capacity, 
they must simultaneously develop in the areas of leadership self-efficacy, motivation, and skill. 
A student who is ready to lead, but not motivated, for example, may choose to not take 
advantage of opportunities to engage in leadership-related thoughts and behaviors. This model 
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has been used in several studies to assess the leadership development of students in higher 
education settings (Collins et al., 2017; Rosch et al., 2016; Rosch, Stephens, et al., 2015). 
Figure 3.1  
 




Within this model, “Ready” refers to one’s capacity for leadership self-efficacy, or the 
confidence that one’s leadership-oriented behaviors will lead to success (Hannah, Avolio, 
Luthans, & Harms, 2008; Murphy, 1992). Murphy’s (1992) 8 – item Self-Efficacy for 
Leadership (SEL) scale was used to assess students’ confidence in leading. A sample item from 
this agree-disagree scale is, “I know how to encourage good group performance.” The SEL has 
been in use for 20 years in professional and educational environments and has undergone 
extensive psychometric examination (Hoyt, 2005). In the present study, internal reliability scores 






“Willing” is defined as the capacity for motivation to engage in leadership behaviors.  
Motivation to engage in leadership behaviors was measured using the Motivation to Lead (MTL) 
scale (Chan & Drasgow, 2001), a 27-item measure that includes scale items for affective-identity 
(AI), non-calculative (NC), and social-normative (SN) motivations to lead. The AI subscale 
assesses the degree to which an individual feels personally drawn to leadership roles and 
includes items such as, “Most of the time, I prefer being a leader rather than a follower when 
working in a group.”  The NC scale concerns the degree to which a person avoids rationally 
calculating the individual costs and benefits of holding a leadership position and includes items 
such as, “I never expect to get more privileges if I agree to lead a group.” The SN scale is used to 
determine the degree to which a person leads due to a sense of duty or responsibility to others 
and includes items such as, “People should volunteer to lead rather than wait for others to ask or 
vote for them.” The scale has been used primarily in professional and public organizations and 
has alpha reliabilities ranging from a low of .65 for the NC scale to a high of .91 for the AI scale. 
For the present sample, Cronbach alpha scores ranged from a low of .65 to a high of .81. 
The Social Issues Advocacy Scale (Nilsson et al., 2011), recently designed to assess a 
person’s motivation to publicly advocate for social issues is also included as a measure of 
motivation to lead, as previous research has indicated that students may assume leadership roles 
or engage in leadership-oriented behaviors in order to address issues that are personally 
important to them (Harper & Quaye, 2007; Inkelas, 2004; Renn & Ozaki, 2010). An example 
survey item is, “I plan to contact policy makers to voice my opinion on issues that affect me.” 
Aspects of political advocacy (i.e. motivation to vote, lobby, or campaign for people or political 
issues) encompassed in the original scale were not included in the current study. Moreover, 
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language within each item was also adapted for an educational environment, where phrases such 
as “I am professionally responsible to…” were changed to “I am personally responsible to…” 
Within the present study, Cronbach alpha scores were strong, ranging from .84 within the pre-
test to .88 within the follow-up test. 
Able 
Lastly, to be “Able” is to possess the capacity to exercise Transformational, Transactional 
and Ethical leadership skills. Transformational leadership skill is defined as the capacity to build 
authentic relationships, adhere to broad ethical standards, and create sustainable change while 
working with others within a group (Burns, 1978). Transactional leadership skill refers to the 
ability to create a motivating system of work through a system of structure and rewards within a 
team to achieve goals (Bass, 1998).  The Leader Behavior Scale (Podsakoff, Mackenzie, 
Moorman, & Fetter, 1990) is a widely-used 28-item instrument that includes two sub-scales 
focused on transformational (TransFORM) and transactional (TransACT) leadership. A sample 
item for transformational behavior is, “I help other group members develop a team attitude and 
spirit among ourselves.”  A sample item for transactional leadership is, “I always give positive 
feedback when other group members perform well.”  The LBS has been in use for over 20 years 
as a psychometric tool in both business and education settings, with Cronbach reliabilities 
ranging from .71 to .89 (Yukl, 2012). In the present study, Cronbach alpha scores ranged from 
.72 to .87.  
Given the need for post-industrial leaders to possess an ethical orientation (Rost, 1993), a 
measure of ethical leadership skill is also included. Ethical leadership skill refers to the capacity 
to lead in ways that adhere to societal and organizational standards (Brown, Treviño, & Harrison, 
2005). The Ethical Leadership Scale, is a 10-item measure designed to examine the degree to 
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which participants incorporate ethical behavior into their leadership values and planned 
behaviors (Brown et al., 2005). An example survey item is, “I define success not just by results 
but also the way they are obtained.” Within the present study, ELS Cronbach alpha scores were 
acceptable, ranging from .72 on the pre-test to .84 on the follow-up test. 
Analytic Approach and Limitations 
Pretest-posttest designs are frequently used in educational and social science research to 
assess within-and/or-between-group outcomes associated with a particular intervention 
(Cresswell, 2014; Dimitrov & Rumrill, 2003; Warner, 2008a).  Correspondingly, there are 
several traditional analytic approaches for the analysis of pretest-posttest data (Dimitrov & 
Rumrill, 2003; Warner, 2008), three of which include:  
1.   Analysis of gain, difference, or change scores 
2.   Analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) using the posttest score as the dependent variable 
and the pretest score as the covariate 
3.   Repeated measures ANOVA, also called mixed factorial design or split-pot ANOVA 
Each analytic method has received critique, resulting in a somewhat ambiguous narrative 
surrounding the best approach to use (Dimitrov & Rumrill, 2003; Warner, 2008). Repeat 
measures ANOVA, for example is typically used when at least three time points are present 
(Laerd Statistics, n.d.); however, some researchers utilize this approach with only two time 
points (Warner, 2008). In addition to these discrepancies, split-plot ANOVA (and the more 
complex MANCOVA designs that simultaneously test between-and-within-subject effects on 
more than one outcome variable, while controlling for at least one characteristic or condition) 
raise concerns over the correct interpretation of the F statistic (Dimitrov & Rumrill, 2003; 
Warner, 2008), and pose limitations with regard to discerning where specific between-group 
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differences arise. To address these concerns, Warner (2008b) advises the consultation of 
advanced experimental design texts, while Dimitrov & Rumrill (2003) suggest opting for the use 
of a one-way ANOVA on gain scores or the use of ANCOVA with pretest scores as the 
covariate.  
Due to the exploratory nature of this study, a one-way MANOVA was conducted to 
examine potential differences in pre-to-posttest change scores on eight measures of leadership 
capacity. Year 1 surveys utilized a 5-point strongly agree – agree – neither agree nor disagree – 
disagree – strongly disagree response set. Year 2 surveys used a seven-item response set, 
including somewhat agree and somewhat disagree. In order to use data from both years of data 
collection, all responses were transformed into a base-10 scale (Rosch et al., 2016). Change 
scores were calculated by subtracting average pretest scores from average post-test scores for 
each racial subgroup. In each case, change scores were positive indicating growth in all eight 
capacity measures for women of all racial subgroups as a result of program participation. 
Previous research has further advised caution in interpreting immediate post-program gains, as 
this may be attributable to a “honeymoon” effect (Rosch et al., 2016; Rosch, Stephens, et al., 
2015). 
Although the simpler change score design has received critique for the potential that the 
change in gain scores provides a less reliable measure than the raw scores themselves (Dimitrov 
& Rumrill, 2003), this is regarded as a relatively weak assumption. Moreover, a simpler 
MANOVA design allows for greater ease of post-hoc comparisons by racial group to discern 
where specific differences exist, which is the purpose of the present study. 
Limitations of this analytic approach are consistent with broader limitations of survey 
research. For one, debate exists around the validity of self-report data (Gonyea, 2005). 
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Nonetheless, the measures utilized in this study have been in existence for many years and 
possess acceptable alpha reliabilities. A further limitation exists in the use of a “check-the-box” 
form of racial categorization, as opposed to more robust examinations of racial salience and 
social identity meaning-making (Abes et al., 2007; Covarrubias & Vélez, 2013; Dugan et al., 
2012; Guthrie et al., 2013; Jones & Abes, 2013).  
Two additional limitations exist. For one, participants in this leadership program 
participated in discrete sessions. This means that the data could be considered nested in nature. 
Further research should test for intra-class correlations to discern the appropriateness of the use 
of hierarchical analytic methods. Lastly, data in the present study violate the assumption of 
normal distribution. This is not uncommon in social science research which often utilizes agree-
disagree Likert-scale measures that more closely resemble ordinal, rather than interval or ratio 
measurements (Warner, 2008). For this reason, it is worth considering the use of non-parametric 
techniques in future research.  
Results 
 First, mean base-10 scale scores for each outcome variable per racial group are provided 
in Table 3.2 in order to provide insight into possible ceiling-effects for significant rate-of-change 
differences. Next, a one-way MANOVA conducted using SPSS revealed a significant 
multivariate main effect for race, Wilks’ λ = .960, F (32, 4817.885) = 1.676, p = .010. Given the 
significance of the overall test, univariate main effects were examined. Statistically significant 
main effects of women’s reported racial group membership were obtained for change scores on 
the measures of Social Issues Advocacy (SIAS), F (4,1313) = 6.227, p < .001; Leadership Self-
Efficacy (SEL), F (4, 1313) = 3.682, p = .005; Transformational Leadership Skill (TransFORM), 
F (4,1313) = 4.584, p = .001; and Ethical Leadership Skill (ELS), F (4, 1313) = 3.313, p = .010. 
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Results of significant post-hoc Tukey HSD results are reported in Table 3.3. Additionally, Profile 
plots for rate-of-change by race for each significant variable can be found in Appendix D. 
Table 3.2 
 




(n = 235) 
Asian 
American  
(n = 133) 
Latina/ 
Hispanic 
(n = 113) 
Multirace 
(n = 101) 
 
White  
(n = 740) 
SIAS 7.434 (1.337) 7.134 (1.265) 7.114 (1.404) 7.106 (1.370) 6.858 (1.367) 
SEL 7.310 (1.427) 6.845 (1.163) 6.741 (1.694) 7.114 (1.394) 7.206 (1.333) 
TransFORM 7.657 (1.083) 7.352 (.9551) 7.319 (1.285) 7.455 (1.050) 7.400 (.956) 
TransACT 8.231 (1.281) 8.107 (1.218) 8.080 (1.426) 8.178 (1.425) 8.021 (1.430) 
ELS 7.951 (1.051) 7.720 (1.348) 7.774 (1.246) 7.984 (.963) 7.863 (1.007) 
MTL_AI 5.995 (1.537) 6.108 (1.515) 5.701 (1.889) 6.395 (1.852) 6.613 (1.599) 
MTL_SN 6.679 (1.188) 6.750 (1.027) 6.878 (1.357) 6.791 (1.129) 6.902 (1.049) 













Std. Error Sig. 
SIAS Black White -0.373 0.095 .001*** 
  LatinaHisp -0.607 0.145 .000*** 
 LatinaHisp AsianAmer 0.481 0.162 .025* 
SEL Black White -0.328 0.105 .016* 
  LatinaHisp -0.515 0.105 .013* 
TransFORM Black White -0.270 0.080 .006** 
  LatinaHisp -0.385 0.122 .014* 
ELS Black LatinaHisp -0.412 0.127 .011* 




The purpose of the present study is to explore racial subgroup differences in the 
development of college women’s leadership self-efficacy, skill, and motivation to lead. 
Significant differences emerged on measures of Social Issues Advocacy, Leadership Self-
Efficacy, Transformational Leadership Skill, and Ethical Leadership Skill.  
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Social Issues Advocacy 
With respect to Social Issues Advocacy, White and Latina/Hispanic women reported 
rates of change that were significantly higher than Black women participants, with 
Latina/Hispanic women demonstrating the greatest rate of change. Previous research has 
indicated that leadership classes and programs are statistically significant predictors of White 
women’s leadership development (Kezar & Moriarty, 2000). Moreover, conversations with 
diverse peer groups, and opportunities for self-reflection and perspective-taking have been found 
to aid in civic awareness and social justice ally development for White women (Antonio, 2001; 
Broido, 2000; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000). Thus, a leadership program such as the LeaderShape 
Institute that incorporates both reflective activities and building community may be particularly 
well-suited for White women participants.  
The significant degree of change exhibited by the Latina/Hispanic women in the sample 
is interesting, given previous research on student leadership capacity development. Significant 
differences for Latinx populations in general have not emerged in prior studies of motivation to 
lead (Rosch, Collier, et al., 2015) or long-term leadership development goals (Rosch et al., 
2014). With respect to socially responsible leadership capacity development; however, 
Latino/Hispanic students report higher scores on the theme of Collaboration than their peers 
(Dugan & Komives, 2010), and indicate that peer mentoring is a statistically significant positive 
predictor of socially responsible leadership (Dugan et al., 2012). These findings, when 
understood in light of research that suggests that students of color in general, and 
Latino/Hispanic students in particular, conceptualize leadership as more group-centric than 
individual (Arminio et al., 2000; Garcia et al., 2017; Haber, 2012), suggests that a leadership 
program that allows space for students to share visions for the future in an environment of 
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supportive peers may be particularly fruitful for Latina/Hispanic women.  
Although Asian American women in the sample did demonstrate gains in motivation to 
advocate for social issues, their rate of change was not as large as that of Latina/Hispanic women 
participants. In a study of leadership and co-curricular perception of incoming Asian American 
men and women, Liu and Sedlacek (1999) found that Asian American women expressed an 
overall lack of interest in political and social groups on campus and, more than men, felt that 
social demonstrations were a waste of time. Liu and Sedlacek (1999) suggested that this may be 
due to a cultural value of harmony that stands in opposition to engaging in antagonistic behavior. 
In relation to the Social Change Model (Higher Education Research Institute, 1996; Komives et 
al., 2009), Asian American students have been found to score significantly lower than students 
from all other racial groups on the measure of consciousness of self (Dugan & Komives, 2010; 
Dugan et al., 2008). The consciousness of self-value describes an awareness of beliefs, values, 
attitudes, and emotions that motivate one to take action (Dugan et al., 2008; Komives et al., 
2011). This finding offers additional insight into a potential reason for the lower rate of change 
for Asian American women in the sample.  
Leadership Self-Efficacy 
Leadership self-efficacy represents individuals’ internal beliefs regarding their ability to 
be successful in the leadership process (Hannah et al., 2008). Results indicate that statistically 
significant differences in the rate of pre-to-post-test change exist between Black women 
participants and their White and Latina/Hispanic peers, with White and Latina-Hispanic women 
making larger gains immediately following the conclusion of the program. Pre-test scores 
presented in Table 3.2 show that Black women participants, on average, came into the program 
with the highest reported leadership self-efficacy of any group. This could mean that, given the 
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higher incoming score, there was more “room” for White and Latina women participants to make 
gains in leadership self-efficacy.  
Nonetheless, much of the existing research on college student leadership self-efficacy 
focuses on gender differences within racial group. For example, Kezar and Moriarty (2000) 
found that both African American and White male college students viewed their leadership 
abilities more favorably as incoming students—and four years later—than African American and 
White women. Also, incoming Asian Pacific American women students more strongly agreed 
that they did not possess the skills necessary to be a leader on campus than their male APA peers 
in a study conducted by Liu and Sedlacek (1999). The present findings of within-gender 
variability by race add nuance to our understandings of the relationships between student identity 
and leadership self-efficacy. 
Transformational Leadership Skill  
Transformational leadership skill is defined as the capacity to build authentic 
relationships, adhere to broad ethical standards, and create sustainable change while working 
with others within a group (Burns, 1978). Sample items from this scale include, “I get the group 
to work together for the same goal;” “I inspire others with my plans for the future;” and I am 
able to get others committed to my dreams” (Podsakoff et al., 1990), see Appendix C. 
In the present study, Black women reported a statistically smaller rate of change in the 
area of Transformational Leadership Skill as a result of program participation relative to 
Latina/Hispanic and White women participants. Participation in a leadership class or program 
has been found to be a significant predictor of perception of leadership ability for both African 
American and White women college students in previous research (Dugan & Komives, 2010; 
Kezar & Moriarty, 2000); however, these kinds of experiences were not found to have any 
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significant effect on African American women’s perceived ability to influence (Kezar & 
Moriarty, 2000). Social self-confidence has been reported as a significant predictor of ability to 
influence for both White and Black women, but of the roughly 30 possible precollege, college 
environment, co-curricular, extracurricular and work variables tested by Kezar and Moriarty 
(2000), only being a history/political science major and talking with faculty served as predictors 
of social self-confidence for Black women. For White women in the same study, participation in 
a leadership class or program, racial/cultural awareness workshops, social interactions with 
diverse peers, faculty role models, and talks with faculty all positively contributed to social self-
confidence. 
It is possible that social self-confidence may serve as a mediator of transformational 
leadership skill. The LeaderShape program curriculum focuses expressly on themes of vision and 
building community; thus, transformational leadership skill development aligns with the mission 
of the program. It appears as though interacting with faculty members contributes to Black 
women’s development of social self-confidence, more than interactions with peers or 
participating in workshops focused specifically on topics of racial/cultural awareness.  
Ethical Leadership Skill 
Findings from the present study indicate that Latina/Hispanic women made significantly 
greater gains in ethical leadership skill than Black women following program participation. 
Ethical leadership skill refers to the capacity to lead in ways that adhere to societal and 
organizational standards (Brown et al., 2005). It is worth noting that Black women reported 
higher incoming ethical leadership scores, on average, than Latina/Hispanic women; however, it 
is evident that the program curriculum impacted Latina/Hispanic women more powerfully than 
Black women on this scale measure. In a longitudinal study of student leadership capacity gains 
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using the same measures as the present study (Rosch et al., 2016), students in the aggregate, 
displayed gains in ethical leadership skill immediately following, and three months after 
LeaderShape Institute participation. No significant differences emerged on this measure by 
gender or race, however (Rosch et al., 2016). The difference in gains between Black and 
Latina/Hispanic women presented here call attention to the need for more research concerning 
the development of students’ orientation toward ethical leadership, particularly with respect to 
intersections of race and gender.  
Implications and Recommendations 
 
The present study offers important contributions in both content knowledge of how 
students develop leadership motivation, confidence, and skill, and in the application of critical 
theory and a clear conceptual framework of leadership capacity. The present findings related to 
women and leadership program participation are important given changing demographics of 
postsecondary populations in the U.S. (Kena et al., 2014), and the relative lack of research on the 
impact of different kinds of leadership program formats and durations (Dugan & Komives, 2007; 
Dugan, 2011; Owen, 2012; Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999). This study reinforces the 
notion that formal leadership program participation, specifically moderate-term formal 
leadership immersion programs (Dugan & Komives, 2007), contribute to students’ leadership 
development (Dugan & Komives, 2007; Owen, 2012; Rosch et al., 2016; Zimmerman-Oster & 
Burkhardt, 1999). The conceptualization of leadership capacity through the Ready-Willing-Able 
model (Keating et al., 2014) is another contribution of this project, as many research studies to 
not operationalize what is meant by leadership (Komives et al., 2011; Rost, 1993).  
The present study sought to deepen contemporary understandings of college women’s 
leadership capacity development by focusing on disaggregated racial groups. For the most part, 
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current studies of student leadership development focus on differences between race or gender, 
not adequately accounting for the impact of intersections of race and gender. Lack of attention to 
within-group heterogeneity can mask important differences, as evidenced here. Future student 
development research should intentionally take into account, at the very least, gender and race 
intersections. This can only be done; however, if sample sizes are large enough to allow for such 
disaggregation.  
Thus, data sources raise an important consideration for future research as well. 
Overwhelmingly, student leadership development research relies heavily on populations from 
highly-selective, research-intensive, Predominantly White Institutions in the West or Midwest. 
Our overreliance on these populations negates opportunities to learn about the leadership 
trajectories of community college, HSI, HBCU, liberal arts, and Tribal College students. 
Moreover, this practice sends the message that the nation’s future leaders will only be coming 
from these kinds of institutions—or that we should only be looking to these kinds of institutions 
to produce leaders.  
 An overreliance on PWI populations also has important implications for practice. Of the 
1,318 women participants in the national sample for this study, 56% (n = 740) identified as 
White. This means that within each individual LeaderShape Institute training session of 45-60 
participants, women of color were not adequately represented. Findings here suggest that perhaps 
for Latina/Hispanic women participants, being one of the few did not significantly negatively 
impact their abiltiy to grow in their leadership self-efficacy, awareness and advocacy of social 
justice issues, ability to rally a group around a common vision, and adherence to ethical 
leadership practices.  
For Black women participants, however, this does not appear to be the case. For each of 
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the four outcome measures found as significant, Black women reported smaller rates of change.  
The LeaderShape Institute intentionally focuses on building community, developing a vision, 
leading with integrity, and staying in action; but perhaps there are aspects of the curriculum that 
are not resonating as powerfully for Black women participants who are coming into the program 
with pre-test scores that are higher than their women peers of other racial groups on almost every 
measure. The critical question, then, is how can collegiate leadership training programs better 
serve Black women participants who come in with high capacity for leadership?  
Leadership educators and scholars should pay keen attention to the incoming attitudes 
and skills of their participants, particulalry women. Present literature may perpetuate the myth 
that women students are not confident or do not aspire to lead, when compared to their male 
peers, but pretest and change scores presented here tell a differnet story. It may be worthwhile to 
consider leadership development programs targeted for women only. Lastly, it is clear more 
research is needed specific to Black women, Asian American women, Latina/Hispanic women, 














A Comparative Group Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Social Issues Advocacy Scale 
 
In light of today’s complex social, political and environmental issues, the need for leaders 
who exhibit an orientation toward social justice is crucial. Although the definition of social 
justice differs slightly from context to context, social justice is commonly thought of as both a 
process and a goal (Bell, 2013).  
1.   The process involves, “social actors who have a sense of their own agency as well as 
a sense of social responsibility toward and with others, their society, and the broader 
world in which we live” (Bell, 2013, p. 21).  
2.   The goal, “full and equal participation of all groups in a society that is mutually 
shaped to meet their needs” and “includes a vision of society in which distribution of 
resources is equitable and all members are physically and psychologically safe and 
secure” (Bell, 2013, p. 21). 
Institutions of higher education have long considered the development of the next 
generation of leaders among their core responsibilities (Astin & Astin, 2000; Hurtado, 2007; 
Thelin, 2011). In recent years, however, the inclusion of values related to social justice and 
social change have become more prevalent in college and university mission statements, learning 
outcome metrics, and student leadership program curricula (Astin & Astin, 2000). The 
University of North Carolina at Chapel-Hill, for example, describes their commitment to “a bold 
course of leading change to improve society and to help solve the world’s greatest problems” 
(UNC Board of Governors, 2014). Similarly, the University of California Los Angeles, expresses 
a dedication to, “educate successive generations of leaders, and to pass on to students a 




Correspondingly, national educational organizations have begun to include elements of 
social and civic responsibility into their learning outcome indices. As one example, The 
Association of American Colleges & Universities (AAC&U) has identified Personal and Social 
Responsibility as an essential learning outcome for the “new global century,” citing specific 
rubric guidelines such as civic knowledge and engagement and intercultural knowledge and 
competence as critical components of excellence in undergraduate education (Association of 
American Colleges & Universities, 2008).  
As evidenced by the proliferation of formal leadership programs on today’s college 
campuses, leadership educators and student affairs practitioners alike have also responded to 
postsecondary pledges of socially responsible leadership development (Wagner, 
2011). Today, there exist over 2,000 curricular and co-curricular formal leadership development 
opportunities for students (International Leadership Association, n.d.) many of which are built 
upon theoretical foundations of social change (Owen, 2012).  
Purpose and Research Questions 
Given the increased attention to social justice related outcomes in higher education, it is 
important to understand the factors that contribute to the development of students’ capacity for 
social justice.  Social justice capacity refers to the awareness, knowledge, and skills, that students 
possess around issues of agency, power, and inequality (Mayhew & Fernández Deluca, 2007). 
Higher education scholars and practitioners have long been interested in understanding 
the ways college students develop in various ways through participation and engagement in 
higher education settings (Evans et al., 2009; Renn et al., 2003). Thus, student development 
theory offers a prime starting point for inquiry into college student social justice capacity 
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development (Reason & Broido, 2005). As a whole, developmental theories suggest that students 
display increased complexity and sophistication in their understanding of themselves, the world 
around them, and their place within it as a result of educationally meaningful experiences that 
disrupt their sense of equilibrium (Evans et al., 2009; Renn et al., 2003; Wagner, 2011). 
Equilibrium, in this case, describes the state that is achieved when one’s current view of the 
world adequately explains one’s experiences (Evans, Forney, Guido, Patton, & Renn, 2010; 
Renn, Dilley, & Prentice, 2003; Wagner, 2011). Student organizations (Harper & Quaye, 2007; 
Inkelas, 2004; Renn & Ozaki, 2010), leadership development programs (Rosch et al., 2016), and 
academic courses (Mayhew & Fernández Deluca, 2007) are all examples of such experiences.  
Although experiences are central to student development, Satin (1993) argues that student 
outcomes are best understood not only as a function of student experiences (and the 
environments that shape them) but by also taking into account students’ pre-college 
characteristics. That is, to understand the impact that college experiences have on students, we 
must understand the perceptions, ideas, experiences, and identities that students bring into the 
space with them. These are the “inputs” in Astin’s (1993) Input-Experience-Output (I-E-O) 
model.  
The current study focuses on the input end of Astin’s I-E-O model, offering a critical 
examination of the ways students’ race and gender shape their conceptualizations of social 
justice, as operationalized through the Social Issues Advocacy Scale (Nilsson et al., 2011). The 
central inquiry of this paper questions whether the underlying factor structure of the SIAS 
(Nilsson et al., 2011) scale remains invariant across eight race/gender subpopulations of college 
students. Said another way, “Do students of different social identity subgroups conceptualize 
social issues advocacy in the same way? An additional purpose of this paper is to highlight the 
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ways critical quantitative inquiry (Stage & Wells, 2014) can serve as a useful tool for conducting 
and interpreting research that compares student outcomes by racial and gender group 
memberships. 
Social Identity and Social Justice Capacity 
Ample research suggests that social identity and social justice capacity are linked. An 
individual’s sense of identity is constructed through the “intersection of context, personal 
characteristics, and social identities” (Jones and Abes, 2013, xxi). Identity; therefore, is dynamic, 
fluid, and complex (Jones & Abes, 2013). The present study focuses specifically on social justice 
conceptualizations of African American, Latino/a, Asian American, and White men and women 
college students.  
Prior research has shown that students of color tend to possess a stronger awareness of 
their racial identity than White students (Komives et al., 2005) and are often driven to engage in 
leadership opportunities or behaviors in an effort to address issues that affect their communities 
(Harper & Quaye, 2007; Renn & Ozaki, 2010). African American male students, at 
Predominantly White Institutions (PWIs) in the Midwest expressed awareness and knowledge of 
key issues facing Black students on campus, such as low graduation and retention rates, and lack 
of access to important resources for Black and other minority organizations(Harper & Quaye, 
2007). This awareness served as the impetus for them to get involved in both Black/minority 
student organizations as well as predominantly White organizations (Harper & Quaye, 2007). 
Harper & Quaye (2007) elaborate, “Each student leader articulated a commitment to uplifting the 
African American community and devoted himself to dispelling stereotypes, breaking down 
barriers, and opening new doors for other African American students on his campus” (p. 134). 
Participants of Harper & Quaye’s (2007) study demonstrate a high degree of race salience. 
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According to Cross Jr. and Fhagen-Smith’s (2001) model of Black Identity Development, young 
adults with high race salience likely grew up receiving messages about the importance of Black 
culture to the development of their self-concept, and have come to possess a clear group 
orientation that places great value on Black race and culture (Cross Jr. & Fhagen-Smith, 2001; 
Evans et al., 2009).  
The Black male students in Harper & Quaye’s (2007) study also cited the ability to 
communicate and collaborate with people from different racial, ethnic, socioeconomic, and 
sexual orientation backgrounds as pertinent skills gained through their student organization 
involvement. Collaboration is one of seven values associated with the Social Change Model 
(SCM) (Higher Education Research Institute, 1996; Komives et al., 2009), a widely-used student 
leadership conceptual framework. From the SCM perspective, social change work is inherently 
collaborative, and must address the root causes of issues (Komives et al., 2009). The model 
defines seven interrelated social change outcomes, operationalized through the Socially 
Responsible Leadership Scale (SRLS) (Tyree, 1998). Race has been cited as a significant source 
of influence in relation to these core areas (Dugan & Komives, 2010; Dugan et al., 2008).  
Identifying as African American or Black, for example, is positively associated with the 
outcome of change—the ability to adapt to environments and situations that are constantly 
evolving, while maintain the core functions of the group (Dugan & Komives, 2010; Dugan et al., 
2008). This finding echoes revelations from members of Black student organizations in Harper & 
Quaye’s (2007) study who discussed leveraging their positions in “majority” organizations such 
as the Union Board or Board of Trustees to gain access to resources that could then be used to 
improve the conditions of the Black community on campus. Using these strategies, the student 
leaders were able to function as members of predominantly White organizations, while keeping 
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Black student needs in mind.  
Like the students in Harper & Quaye’s (2007) study, being a member of the Latino(a) 
racial group is positively associated with the outcome of collaboration. In the SCM (2009), 
collaboration refers to the ability to work with others in a common effort (Dugan et al., 2008). 
Collaborative leaders view the process of leadership as one that is group or community-oriented, 
rather than individualistic. These findings are consistent with previous research that indicates 
that students of color often consider their leadership roles and responsibilities in relation to the 
group, and may hesitate to exercise the title of “leader” (Arminio et al., 2000; Collins et al., 
2017; Guthrie et al., 2013). Nevertheless, Ferdman and Gallegos (2001) caution against 
overgeneralizing race-based findings for Latino populations, explaining that Latino identity 
involves complex intersections of culture, ethnicity, skin color, and other familial heritage 
factors that make influences of “race” more difficult to discern (Evans et al., 2009; Ferdman & 
Gallegos, 2001). 
In a study of leadership and co-curricular perception of incoming Asian American men 
and women, Liu and Sedlacek (1999) found that although Asian American women identified 
racism as an important social issue, they expressed an overall lack of interest in political and 
social groups on campus and, more than men, felt that social demonstrations were a waste of 
time. Liu and Sedlacek (1999) suggested that this may be due to a cultural value of harmony that 
stands in opposition to engaging in antagonistic behavior. In relation to the Social Change Model 
(Higher Education Research Institute, 1996; Komives et al., 2009), Asian American students 
have been found to score significantly lower than students from all other racial groups on the 
measure of consciousness of self (Dugan & Komives, 2010; Dugan et al., 2008). The 
consciousness of self-value describes an awareness of beliefs, values, attitudes, and emotions 
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that motivate one to take action (Dugan et al., 2008; Komives et al., 2011). Given the literature 
base that suggests student racial and gender identity informs students’ social justice-oriented 
attitudes and behaviors, further investigation of these relationships is warranted.  
Method 
To assess whether the underlying factor structure of the SIAS (Nilsson et al., 2011) scale 
remains invariant across eight race/gender subpopulations of college students, one Exploratory 
Factor Analysis (EFA) on the SIAS outcome measure was conducted, per group, to compare 
factor loading patterns.  
The Social Issues Advocacy Scale (SIAS) 
The Social Issues Advocacy Scale (SIAS) was developed by Nilsson, Marszalek, 
Linnemeyer, Bahner and Misialek (2011) for the purpose of measuring social justice awareness 
and behavior. Nilsson et al. (2011) conducted several iterations of principal components analysis 
(PCA) with promax rotation to identify a 21-item scale with four latent factors that explained 
71.4% of variance in the data. The four components included (a) Political and Social Advocacy; 
(b) Political Awareness; (c) Social Issues Awareness; and (d) Confronting Discrimination (See 
Appendix F). The sample used in the PCA (N = 509), consisted of participants from various 
degree programs ranging from Bachelor’s to Doctoral. The following table provides a 








Table 4.1  
Demographic Characteristics of SIAS (Nilsson, 2011) PCA sample 
Category n Percentage of sample 
Race   
White 346 68.0% 
African American 55 10.8% 
Asian/Pacific Islander 51 10.0% 
Latino/Hispanic 17 3.3% 
Biracial/Multiracial 10 2.0% 
American/Alaskan Native 4 1.0% 
Other 22 4.3% 
Gender    
Woman 387 76.0% 
Man 118 23.2% 
Transgender 4 1.0% 
Degree Program   
Bachelor’s Education 125 24.6% 
Master’s Counseling Psych 121 23.8% 
Medicine 88 17.3% 
Master’s Education 34 6.7% 
Doctoral Counseling Psych 14 2.8% 
 
Critically (Re)examining the SIAS 
 The Social Issues Advocacy Scale (Nilsson et al., 2011) is relatively new, and has only 
recently been adopted for the purposes of understanding student leadership capacity development 
(Collins et al.; Rosch et al., 2016; Rosch, Stephens, et al., 2015). The sample used to validate 
Nilsson et al.’s (2011) scale came from a single institution. Moreover, as evidenced from the 
table above, the demographic makeup of the sample was predominantly White, predominantly 
female, and included more graduate and professional students than undergraduates. 
 In a recent psychometric review of instruments for social justice and advocacy attitudes, 
Fietzer and Ponterotto (2015) offer several critiques of the SIAS (Nilsson, 2011), particularly 
calling attention to the “philosophical inconsistency in creating a scale for social justice that does 
not include those populations most impacted by societal inequity” (32). Prominent student 
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leadership development scholars have also brought this tension to light, recognizing that the 
“lack of attention to racially diverse populations begs the question of how leadership 
development can serve as a tool for social justice if theory and research fail to direct adequate 
attention to the powerful influences shaping systems of oppression” (Kodama & Dugan, 2013, p. 
184). These theoretical gaps offer compelling justification for a critical examination of the SIAS 
scale for use with diverse student populations.  
Critical Quantitative Inquiry 
One of the primary objectives of critical quantitative inquiry is to “question the models, 
measures, and analytic practices of quantitative research in order to offer competing models, 
measures, and analytic practices that better describe the experiences of those who have not been 
adequately represented” (Stage & Wells, 2014). As one recommendation to address this 
methodological concern, Carter and Hurtado (2007) suggest a comparative group approach 
which refers to the method of conducting statistical analyses separately by group when theory 
and/or prior research suggests there are likely to be group differences. Comparative group 
analysis allows for variables that affect groups differently to be seen more clearly, and provide 
greater context for understanding the phenomenon, process, or intervention in question (Carter & 
Hurtado, 2007). 
Data Source 
The present sample is comprised of college participants of a six-day, social-justice 
oriented leadership immersion program, called the LeaderShape Institute hosted at partnering 
institutions around the country. Program participants were invited to voluntarily participate in the 
completion of hard-copy pre-test on-site or at informational session prior to Day 1 and again 
immediately following the conclusion of the program on the sixth day. The pre-test and post-test 
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phases yielded n=2,311 participants who completed at least 90% of one survey phase.  
All partnering institutions were recruited for participation in the national study through an 
open call from LeaderShape from 2013-2015 yielding a total of 38 campus-based and 9 national 
sessions. These universities are diverse in terms of size, control, admissions selectivity, and 
faculty research output. This information is presented in Appendix D. Demographic 
characteristics and race-gender crosstab information are presented in Table 4.2 and 4.3, 
respectively.  
Table 4.2 
Demographic Characteristics of Participants from Year 1 and Year 2 
Category n Percentage of sample 
Race   
White 1163 50.6% 
African American/Black 430 18.7% 
Asian American 294 12.8% 
Latino/Hispanic 196 8.1% 
Multi-race 174 7.6% 
Middle Eastern 19 > 1.0% 
Native American 3 > 1.0% 
Prefer no Answer 13 > 1.0% 
Other 7 > 1.0% 
Gender    
Woman 1428 61.8% 
Man 848 36.7% 
Trans* 27 1.2% 
Prefer no Answer 6 > 1.0% 
Other 2 > 1.0% 
Class Year   
First Year 672 29.1% 
Second Year 744 32.2% 
Third Year 621 26.8% 
Fourth Year 215 9.3% 




Table 4.3  
Crosstabs of subgroup by Race and Gender 
Category n Percentage of sample 
African American/Black Men 176 7.6% 
African American/Black Women 245 7.7% 
Asian American Men 101 4.4% 
Asian American Women 185 8.0% 
Latino/Hispanic Men 72 3.2% 
Latino/Hispanic Women 115 5.0% 
White Men  395 17.1% 




 The pre and post-test surveys contained 87 likert-scale items corresponding to eight 
subscales represented by the Ready-Willing-Able (Keating, et al., 2014) conceptual model of 
leadership capacity development, of which the SIAS (Nilsson, et al., 2011) is one (see Appendix 
C). Referred to hereafter as the “modified SIAS” (mSIAS), the items used in the Ready-Willing-
Able (Keating, et al., 2014) model differ from the Nilsson et al., (2011) SIAS in number of items 
(cutting 21 items to 12) and in wording (modifying language to relate to college student 
experiences) (see Appendix F). Within the larger LeaderShape Study, the Chronbach alpha 
reliability for the mSIAS ranged from .84 on the pretest to .88 for the post-test.  
Analysis and Results 
 
I conducted an exploratory factor analysis of participant pre-test responses to identify the 
factor structure mSIAS using principal axis factoring extraction and oblique (direct oblimin) 
rotation. Principal axis factoring takes into account measurement error when estimating the 
number of factors (Warner, 2014) and was therefore used in lieu of principal component 
analysis. The large sample size of n = 2,311 allows for the creation of multiple subgroups based 
on intersections of race and gender, which is optimal for the exploratory nature of this study.   
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African American Women 
For African American women, two factors emerged accounting for a cumulative 74.89% 
of variance. Factor 1, Awareness of Structural Oppression (eigenvalue = 7.38), explained 
61.50% of variance. Factor 2, Personal Values and Responsibility (eigenvalue = 1.61), explained 
13.40% of variance. Component correlation for r12 = .58. 
Table 4.4  
African American Women Modified SIAS Item Stems, Factor Loadings (n=245) 
 Pattern (Structure) 
Item Stem Factor 1 Factor 2  
SIAS17. I believe state and federal policies affect 
individuals’ access to social services. 
0.94 (.92) -0.07 (.51) 
SIAS18. I believe societal forces (e.g. public policies, 
resource allocation, human rights) affect individuals’ 
educational performance.  
0.88 (.90) 0.04 (.55) 
SIAS16. I believe state and federal policies affect 
individuals’ access to quality education and resources. 
0.96 (.92) -.07 (.49) 
SIAS15. I believe social forces (e.g. public policies, 
resource allocation, human rights) affect individuals’ 
health and well-being. 
0.88 (.83) -0.08 (.43) 
SIAS4. I plan to volunteer for causes that support my 
values. 
0.67 (.82) 0.26 (.65) 
SIAS3. I plan to call or email policy maker to voice my 
opinion on social issues that are important to me.  
-0.05 (.47) 0.90 (.87) 
SIAS8. I plan to meet with policy makers (e.g. 
administrators, legislators) to advocate for social issues 
that I personally believe in.  
-0.11 (.44) 0.94 (.88) 
SIAS2. I plan to contact policy makers to voice my 
opinion on issues that affect me. 
-0.01 (.50) 0.94 (.88) 
SIAS1. I plan to participate in demonstrations or rallies 
about social issues that are important to me. 
0.30 (.63) 0.60 (.76) 
SIAS5. I plan to make financial contributions to causes 
that support my values.  
0.43 (.65) 0.47 (.68) 
SIAS7. I plan to use phone calls, emails, and/or social 
media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter) to influence other people 
regarding issues that are important to me.  
0.36 (.65) 0.50 (.70) 
SIAS19. I am responsible to confront peers who display 
signs of discrimination. 
0.41 (.65) 0.40 (.64) 
Note: Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold. Crossloading is > .32 on two or more factors. 
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African American Men 
 
For African American men, two factors emerged accounting for a cumulative 68.42% of 
variance. Factor 1, Awareness of Structural Oppression (eigenvalue = 6.54), explained 54.52% 
of variance. Factor 2, Personal Values and Responsibility (eigenvalue = 1.67), explained 13.90% 
of variance. Component correlation for r12 = 0.53. 
Table 4.5 
African American Men Modified SIAS Item Stems, Factor Loadings (n=176) 
 Pattern (Structure) 
Item Stem Factor 1 Factor 2  
SIAS17. I believe state and federal policies affect 
individuals’ access to social services. 
.93 (.90) -.06 (.44) 
SIAS18. I believe societal forces (e.g. public policies, 
resource allocation, human rights) affect individuals’ 
educational performance.  
.85 (.81) -.08 (.37) 
SIAS16. I believe state and federal policies affect 
individuals’ access to quality education and resources. 
.94 (.91) -.07 (.44) 
SIAS15. I believe social forces (e.g. public policies, 
resource allocation, human rights) affect individuals’ 
health and well-being. 
.91 (.84) -.14 (.35) 
SIAS4. I plan to volunteer for causes that support my 
values. 
.58 (.76) .33 (.64) 
SIAS3. I plan to call or email policy maker to voice my 
opinion on social issues that are important to me.  
-.001 (.47) .89 (.88) 
SIAS8. I plan to meet with policy makers (e.g. 
administrators, legislators) to advocate for social issues 
that I personally believe in.  
-.02 (.40) .80 (.79) 
SIAS2. I plan to contact policy makers to voice my 
opinion on issues that affect me. 
-.01 (.44) .83 (.83) 
SIAS1. I plan to participate in demonstrations or rallies 
about social issues that are important to me. 
.36 (.66) .55 (.75) 
SIAS5. I plan to make financial contributions to causes 
that support my values.  
.45 (.56) .21 (.45) 
SIAS7. I plan to use phone calls, emails, and/or social 
media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter) to influence other people 
regarding issues that are important to me.  
.47 (.56) .21 (.46)  
SIAS19. I am responsible to confront peers who display 
signs of discrimination. 
.52 (.65) .25 (.52) 






For White women, two factors emerged accounting for a cumulative 67.99% of variance. 
Factor 1, Awareness of Structural Oppression (eigenvalue = 6.361), explained 53.01% of 
variance. Factor 2, Personal Values and Responsibility (eigenvalue = 1.80), explained 14.98% of 
variance. Component correlation for r12 = 0.53. 
Table 4.6  
White Women Modified SIAS Item Stems, Factor Loadings (n=744) 
 Pattern (Structure) 
Item Stem Factor 1 Factor 2  
SIAS17. I believe state and federal policies affect 
individuals’ access to social services. 
.95 (.91) -.08 (.42) 
SIAS18. I believe societal forces (e.g. public policies, 
resource allocation, human rights) affect individuals’ 
educational performance.  
.94 (.92) -.04 (.45) 
SIAS16. I believe state and federal policies affect 
individuals’ access to quality education and resources. 
.91 (.89) -.04 (.44) 
SIAS15. I believe social forces (e.g. public policies, 
resource allocation, human rights) affect individuals’ 
health and well-being. 
.81 (.82) 0.02 (.44) 
SIAS4. I plan to volunteer for causes that support my 
values. 
.47 (.66) .36 (.61) 
SIAS3. I plan to call or email policy maker to voice my 
opinion on social issues that are important to me.  
-.10 (.39) .94 (.89) 
SIAS8. I plan to meet with policy makers (e.g. 
administrators, legislators) to advocate for social issues 
that I personally believe in.  
-.06 (.37) .82 (.79) 
SIAS2. I plan to contact policy makers to voice my 
opinion on issues that affect me. 
-.08(.41) .94 (.90) 
SIAS1. I plan to participate in demonstrations or rallies 
about social issues that are important to me. 
.23 (.530) .58 (.70) 
SIAS5. I plan to make financial contributions to causes 
that support my values.  
.28 (.50) .42 (.57) 
SIAS7. I plan to use phone calls, emails, and/or social 
media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter) to influence other 
people regarding issues that are important to me.  
.32 (.51) .36 (.52) 
SIAS19. I am responsible to confront peers who 
display signs of discrimination. 
.41 (.59) .34 (.55) 





For White men, two factors emerged accounting for a cumulative 67.36% of variance. 
Factor 1, Personal Values and Responsibility (eigenvalue = 6.07), explained 50.57% of variance. 
Factor 2, Awareness of Structural Oppression (eigenvalue = 2.02), explained 16.80% of 
variance. Component correlation for r12 = -0.50. 
Table 4.7 
White Men Modified SIAS Item Stems, Factor Loadings (n=395) 
 Pattern (Structure) 
Item Stem Factor 1 Factor 2  
SIAS17. I believe state and federal policies affect 
individuals’ access to social services. 
-.02 (.43) -.91 (-.90) 
SIAS18. I believe societal forces (e.g. public policies, 
resource allocation, human rights) affect individuals’ 
educational performance.  
-.07 (.39) -.91 (-.87) 
SIAS16. I believe state and federal policies affect 
individuals’ access to quality education and resources. 
-.03 (.42) -.89 (-.88) 
SIAS15. I believe social forces (e.g. public policies, 
resource allocation, human rights) affect individuals’ 
health and well-being. 
.07(.48) -.81 (-.85) 
SIAS4. I plan to volunteer for causes that support my 
values. 
.43 (.61) -.36 (-.57) 
SIAS3. I plan to call or email policy maker to voice 
my opinion on social issues that are important to me. 
.92 (.87) .10 (-.36) 
SIAS8. I plan to meet with policy makers (e.g. 
administrators, legislators) to advocate for social 
issues that I personally believe in.  
.89 (.84) .09 (-.35) 
SIAS2. I plan to contact policy makers to voice my 
opinion on issues that affect me. 
.94 (.89) -.12 (-.36) 
SIAS1. I plan to participate in demonstrations or 
rallies about social issues that are important to me. 
.68 (.73) -.11 (-.45) 
SIAS5. I plan to make financial contributions to 
causes that support my values.  
.58 (.57) -.10 (-.34) 
SIAS7. I plan to use phone calls, emails, and/or social 
media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter) to influence other 
people regarding issues that are important to me.  
.53 (.58) -.10 (-.37) 
SIAS19. I am responsible to confront peers who 
display signs of discrimination. 
.32 (.54) .32 (-.60) 




Latina/Hispanic Women  
For Latina/Hispanic women, two factors emerged, accounting for a cumulative 69.91% of 
variance. Factor 1, Awareness of Structural Oppression (eigenvalue = 6.32), explained 52.63% 
of variance. Factor 2, Personal Values and Responsibility (eigenvalue = 2.08), explained 17.28% 
of variance. Component correlation for r12 = 0.47. 
Table 4.8 
Latina/Hispanic Women Modified SIAS Item Stems, Factor Loadings (n=115) 
 Pattern (Structure) 
Item Stem Factor 1 Factor 2  
SIAS17. I believe state and federal policies affect 
individuals’ access to social services. 
.92 (.90) -.04 (.39) 
SIAS18. I believe societal forces (e.g. public policies, 
resource allocation, human rights) affect individuals’ 
educational performance.  
.91 (.88) -.070 (.36) 
SIAS16. I believe state and federal policies affect 
individuals’ access to quality education and resources. 
.94 (.91) -.07 (.38) 
SIAS15. I believe social forces (e.g. public policies, 
resource allocation, human rights) affect individuals’ 
health and well-being. 
.85 (.84) -.02 (.39) 
SIAS4. I plan to volunteer for causes that support my 
values. 
.42 (.63) .46 (.65) 
SIAS3. I plan to call or email policy maker to voice my 
opinion on social issues that are important to me.  
-.07 (.37) .93 (.90) 
SIAS8. I plan to meet with policy makers (e.g. 
administrators, legislators) to advocate for social issues 
that I personally believe in.  
-.04 (.36) .85 (.83) 
SIAS2. I plan to contact policy makers to voice my 
opinion on issues that affect me. 
-.07 (.39) .99 (.96) 
SIAS1. I plan to participate in demonstrations or rallies 
about social issues that are important to me. 
.22 (.40) .63 (.74) 
SIAS5. I plan to make financial contributions to causes 
that support my values.  
.49 (.64) .64 (.55) 
SIAS7. I plan to use phone calls, emails, and/or social 
media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter) to influence other people 
regarding issues that are important to me.  
.46 (.56) .23 (.44) 
SIAS19. I am responsible to confront peers who display 
signs of discrimination. 
.56 (.56) -.02 (.25) 






Three factors emerged accounting for a cumulative 77.18% of variance. Factor 1, 
Awareness of Structural Oppression (eigenvalue = 5.072), explained 42.27% of variance. Factor 
2, Personal Responsibility (eigenvalue = 3.17) explained 26.41% of variance. Factor 3, Personal 
Values (eigenvalue = 1.02), explained 8.50% of variance. Component correlations for r12 = .01, 
r13 = -0.38, and r23 = -0.50. Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold. Crossloading cutoff is > .32. 
Table 4.9 
Latino/Hispanic Men Modified SIAS Item Stems Factor Loadings (n=72) 
 Pattern (Structure) 
Item Stem Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
SIAS17. I believe state and federal policies affect 
individuals’ access to social services. 
.99 (.99) -.00 (.00) -.00 (-.38) 
SIAS18. I believe societal forces (e.g. public policies, 
resource allocation, human rights) affect individuals’ 
educational performance.  
.93 (.93) .06 (.07) .01 (-.38) 
SIAS16. I believe state and federal policies affect 
individuals’ access to quality education and resources. 
.95 (.95) .01 (.02) -.00 (-.37) 
SIAS15. I believe social forces (e.g. public policies, 
resource allocation, human rights) affect individuals’ 
health and well-being. 
.85 (.85) .02 (.02) -.01 (-.34) 
SIAS4. I plan to volunteer for causes that support my 
values. 
.01 (.43) -.16 (.28) -.86 (-.82) 
SIAS3. I plan to call or email policy maker to voice my 
opinion on social issues that are important to me.  
.02 (.00) .93 (.90) .05 (-.42) 
SIAS8. I plan to meet with policy makers (e.g. 
administrators, legislators) to advocate for social issues 
that I personally believe in. 
.02 (.04) .79 (.81) -.04 (-.45) 
SIAS2. I plan to contact policy makers to voice my 
opinion on issues that affect me. 
.02 (.02) .86 (.86) .01 (-.43) 
SIAS1. I plan to participate in demonstrations or rallies 
about social issues that are important to me. 
.13 (.28) .40 (.60) -.39 (-.64) 
SIAS5. I plan to make financial contributions to causes 
that support my values.  
-.16 (.02) .23 (.47) -.47 (-.52) 
SIAS7. I plan to use phone calls, emails, and/or social 
media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter) to influence other people 
regarding issues that are important to me.  
-.01 (.21) .24 (.25) -.58 (-.70) 
SIAS19. I am responsible to confront peers who display 
signs of discrimination. 
.40(.61) -.04 (.25) -.56 (-.70) 
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Asian American Women  
 
For Asian American women, two factors emerged accounting for a cumulative 67.86% of 
variance. Factor 1, Awareness of Structural Oppression (eigenvalue = 6.40), explained 53.31% 
of variance. Factor 2, Personal Values and Responsibility (eigenvalue = 1.75), explained 14.54% 
of variance. Component correlation for r12 = 0.51. 
Table 4.10 
Asian American Women Modified SIAS Item Stems, Factor Loadings (n=185) 
 Pattern (Structure) 
Item Stem Factor 1 Factor 2  
SIAS17. I believe state and federal policies affect 
individuals’ access to social services. 
.92 (.88) -.08 (.40) 
SIAS18. I believe societal forces (e.g. public policies, 
resource allocation, human rights) affect individuals’ 
educational performance.  
.99 (.89) -.20 (.30) 
SIAS16. I believe state and federal policies affect 
individuals’ access to quality education and resources. 
.86 (.85) -.02 (.41) 
SIAS15. I believe social forces (e.g. public policies, 
resource allocation, human rights) affect individuals’ 
health and well-being. 
.82 (.80) -.04 (.38) 
SIAS4. I plan to volunteer for causes that support my 
values. 
.61 (.68) .13 (.45) 
SIAS3. I plan to call or email policy maker to voice my 
opinion on social issues that are important to me.  
-.02 (.43) .89 (.88) 
SIAS8. I plan to meet with policy makers (e.g. 
administrators, legislators) to advocate for social issues 
that I personally believe in.  
.03 (.43) .79 (.81) 
SIAS2. I plan to contact policy makers to voice my opinion 
on issues that affect me. 
.01 (.47) .90 (.91) 
SIAS1. I plan to participate in demonstrations or rallies 
about social issues that are important to me. 
.45 (.66) .41 (.64) 
SIAS5. I plan to make financial contributions to causes that 
support my values.  
.66 (.71) .10 (.43) 
SIAS7. I plan to use phone calls, emails, and/or social 
media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter) to influence other people 
regarding issues that are important to me.  
.44 (.58) .27 (.49) 
SIAS19. I am responsible to confront peers who display 
signs of discrimination. 
.49 (.60) .22 (.47) 




Asian American Men 
For Asian American men, two factors emerged accounting for a cumulative 69.74% of 
variance. Factor 1, Awareness of Structural Oppression (eigenvalue = 6.40) explained 54.01% of 
variance. Factor 2, Personal Values and Responsibility (eigenvalue = 1.88) explained 15.65% of 
variance. Component correlation for r12 = 0.54. 
Table 4.11 
Asian American Men Modified SIAS Item Stems, Factor Loadings (n=101) 
 Pattern (Structure) 
Item Stem Factor 1 Factor 2  
SIAS17. I believe state and federal policies affect 
individuals’ access to social services. 
.93 (.87) -.12 (.38) 
SIAS18. I believe societal forces (e.g. public policies, 
resource allocation, human rights) affect individuals’ 
educational performance.  
.94 (.91) -.06 (.45) 
SIAS16. I believe state and federal policies affect 
individuals’ access to quality education and resources. 
.90 (.88) -.05 (.44) 
SIAS15. I believe social forces (e.g. public policies, 
resource allocation, human rights) affect individuals’ 
health and well-being. 
.82 (.84) .04 (.48) 
SIAS4. I plan to volunteer for causes that support my 
values. 
.67 (.71) .08 (.44) 
SIAS3. I plan to call or email policy maker to voice my 
opinion on social issues that are important to me.  
-.06 (.42) .89 (.86) 
SIAS8. I plan to meet with policy makers (e.g. 
administrators, legislators) to advocate for social issues 
that I personally believe in.  
.01 (.42) .77 (.77) 
SIAS2. I plan to contact policy makers to voice my 
opinion on issues that affect me. 
-.12 (.41) .97 (.91) 
SIAS1. I plan to participate in demonstrations or rallies 
about social issues that are important to me. 
.19 (.55) .67 (.77) 
SIAS5. I plan to make financial contributions to causes 
that support my values.  
.43 (.59) .29 (.53) 
SIAS7. I plan to use phone calls, emails, and/or social 
media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter) to influence other people 
regarding issues that are important to me.  
.21 (.55) .63 (.74) 
SIAS19. I am responsible to confront peers who display 
signs of discrimination. 
.48 (.61) .23 (.49) 





Exploratory factor analyses of the modified SIAS scale yielded two primary factors for 
most student groups, which I have identified as Awareness of Structural Oppression (ASO) and 
Personal Values and Responsibility (PVR). The ASO factor includes items that reflect the belief 
that policies, laws, and social structures grant or prevent access to important resources for 
individuals, and can shape life outcomes for individuals. This belief stems from an awareness of 
structural social issues. The items that cluster together to form the PVR factor link students’ 
personal values with a sense of duty to act. For Latino/Hispanic males, a third factor emerged, 
splitting the second factor in two. This may suggest that for this population of students, 
awareness of personal values and a sense of responsibility to act may not be as closely linked as 
for other students. For most student groups, ASO accounted more variance than PVR, with the 
two factors being positively correlated. For White men, Personal Values and Responsibility 
explained more variance than Awareness of Structural Oppression. Furthermore, these two 
factors for White men display a negative correlation pattern—suggesting that as their awareness 
of social issues goes up, their advocacy goes down. 
This finding adds an important layer of nuance to the social justice ally development 
literature. For social justice allies, awareness of social issues and processes of meaning-making 
around their own identity served as important precursors to social justice action (Broido, 2000; 
Reason, Millar, & Scales, 2005). Several factors in the college context contribute to cultural 
awareness and knowledge for White students including participation in diversity workshops 
(Antonio, 2001; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000), interacting students of another race (Antonio, 2001; 
Broido, 2000), and developing interracial friendships (Antonio, 2001). Moreover, precollege 
influences, such as the intentional education about diversity and privilege by parents, were 
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crucial to the development of White students’ orientations toward social justice (Broido, 2000; 
Munin & Speight, 2010; Reason et al., 2005). The finding that underlying component structures 
for social justice awareness and advocacy differ for White women aligns with the notion of 
intersectionality. Perhaps for White women, possessing an oppressed identity influences their 
thinking around social justice differently than White men.  
Prior research has shown that students of color tend to possess a stronger awareness of 
their racial identity than White students (Komives et al., 2005), are more likely to increase in 
their cultural knowledge during college relative to their White peers (Antonio, 2001), and are 
often driven to engage in leadership opportunities or behaviors in an effort to address issues that 
affect their communities (Harper & Quaye, 2007; Renn & Ozaki, 2010). However, awareness 
and action are not always directly linked, even for students of color. 
For example, in a study of leadership and co-curricular perception of incoming Asian 
American men and women, Liu and Sedlacek (1999) found that although Asian American 
women recognize racism as an important social issue, they expressed an overall lack of interest 
in political and social groups on campus and, more than men, felt that social demonstrations 
were a waste of time. Liu and Sedlacek (1999) suggested that this may be due to a cultural value 
of harmony that stands in opposition to engaging in antagonistic behavior. In relation to the 
Social Change Model (Higher Education Research Institute, 1996; Komives et al., 2009), Asian 
American students have been found to score significantly lower than students from all other 
racial groups on the measure of consciousness of self (Dugan & Komives, 2010; Dugan et al., 
2008). The consciousness of self value describes an awareness of beliefs, values, attitudes, and 




Limitations and Future Research 
The present study offers a critical examination of the ways students’ race and gender 
shape their conceptualizations of social justice, as operationalized through a modified version of 
the Social Issues Advocacy Scale (Nilsson et al., 2011). Findings suggest that Latino males 
possess slightly different value orientations than other student populations, and that White males 
may feel less inclined to engage in social justice advocacy issues the more they increase their 
awareness. This study lends support for critical quantitative research designs that examine social 
phenomena using a specific-group approach (Carter & Hurtado, 2007). Stage (2007b) further 
explains,  
“When populations differ, separate analyses are needed. Differences in peoples’ 
experiences require closer focus on racial or ethnic groups. Furthermore, we must push to 
examine within racial groups . . . exploring difference and resisting the temptation to 
make blanket comparisons across groups. Even within groups, socioeconomic status for 
African American and white students and country of origin and immigrant status for 
Latino and Asian American students have uncovered significant differences” (p. 99). 
Thus, the advancement of critical quantitative methods in the study of student leadership 
development is an important contribution of this work. Nonetheless, several limitations do exist. 
As addressed in the above Stage (2007b) quotation, socioeconomic status is an important aspect 
of social identity that is often not taken into consideration in student leadership development 
literature. In a study of the impact of interracial friendships on cultural knowledge and 
understanding, Antonio (2001) discovered that for both groups (those with many same-race 
friends, and those with racially diverse friends), higher socioeconomic backgrounds were 
associated with lower gains in cultural knowledge. Future research on student social justice 
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conceptualizations should take into account socioeconomic status. 
Another limitation of the present study is the reliance on an all-PWI research sample of 
students who voluntarily participated in a week-long program dedicated to their development as 
socially responsible leaders. This sample of students is therefore not representative of students 
who attend other institutional types, or who have not demonstrated an active willingness to 
engage in leadership training opportunities. It is also important to note that at PWIs, the 
percentage of minority students on campus has been found to correlate positively with gains in 
cultural knowledge (Antonio, 2001). The present study did not take into account the structural or 
compositional diversity of the campuses represented in the study, nor did it account for campus 
racial climate. Further research may find the inclusion of this kind of contextual knowledge to be 
useful.  
Lastly, there are several factors and experiences that have been linked to increases in 
social justice awareness and advocacy such as participation in diversity workshops (Antonio, 
2001; Kezar & Moriarty, 2000), interacting with students of another race (Antonio, 2001; 
Broido, 2000), developing interracial friendships (Antonio, 2001) and receiving education about 
diversity and privilege by parents growing up. The present study does not take into account any 
of these experiences. Future research could consider further disaggregating students by those 
who learned about social injustice prior to college, for example, and those who have not, to see if 
differences in social justice orientations differ, even with race/gender subgroupings. This would 
be particularly interesting for White males. Future research could also consider conducting an 
EFA on each student subpopulation for social issues factor loadings prior to and after leadership 






Through a collection of three interrelated papers, the present study applied critical 
quantitative inquiry (Stage & Wells, 2014) to strengthen comprehension about the ways social 
identity—specifically race and gender—inform students’ leadership conceptualizations and 
behaviors. The first paper, Chapter 2, offered a critical synthesis of leadership development 
literature published in highly-rated, peer-reviewed higher education and leadership journals from 
1997- 2017 to (a) understand what is currently known about the relationships between student 
social identity and leadership capacity development and (b) identify the theoretical, 
methodological, and student population gaps that might be addressed through applications of 
critical theory. The review of literature established connections between student race and gender 
and leadership-related outcomes such as conceptualizations of leaders and the process of 
leadership; leader(ship) identity; confidence in leading; motivation to lead; and civic knowledge 
and/or social issues awareness and/or advocacy. Additionally, the review revealed an over-
reliance on student populations of Predominantly White Institutions (PWIs), a predominance of 
quantitative research designs, and an absence of applications of critical theory in research 
designs and interpretations.  
The subsequent paper, Chapter 3, explored racial subgroup differences in the 
development of college women’s leadership self-efficacy, skill, and motivation to lead as a result 
of their participation in a formal leadership program. Specifically, one-way Multivariate 
Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) techniques were used to compare pre-to-post-test change 
scores by women’s reported racial group membership. Significant differences emerged between 
Black women and White and Latina/Hispanic women on measures of Leadership Self-Efficacy 
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and Transformational Leadership Skill; between Black women and White and Latina/Hispanic 
women and between Asian American and Latina/Hispanic women on change measures of Social 
Issues Advocacy; and between Black and Latina/Hispanic women on change measures of Ethical 
Leadership Skill. 
In Chapter 4, Exploratory Factor Analysis techniques (EFA) were used to examine factor 
loadings on the Social Issues Advocacy Scale (Nilsson et al., 2011) by race and gender 
subpopulations of a national sample of college student participants of a formal leadership 
program. The central inquiry of the paper questioned whether students of different social identity 
subgroups conceptualize social issues advocacy in the same way. For most student groups, a 
two-factor loading pattern emerged, with Awareness of Structural Oppression explaining more 
variance than Personal Values and Responsibility. For White men however, the factor structure 
appeared opposite, with Personal Values and Responsibility accounting for more variance than 
Awareness of Structural Oppression, and with a negative correlation pattern emerging between 
the two factors. For Latino male students, a third factor surfaced, indicating there may be a 
separation of awareness of personal values and feelings of personal responsibility for this 
population of students. Given these findings, this chapter discusses implications for research, 
practice, and institutional policy. 
Implications for Research 
The papers presented here add to the growing body of literature linking student social 
identity and student leadership development. Findings from the review suggest that student race 
and gender relate strongly with leadership (a) conceptualizations; (b) identity; (c) confidence; (d) 
motivation; and (e) civic knowledge and/or social issues awareness/advocacy. The present body 
of literature relies most heavily on quantitative research designs, student populations from 
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Predominantly White Institutions, and often-times does not employ the use of any theoretical or 
conceptual framework. Thoughtful applications of critical theory can strengthen the study of 
student leadership development by providing more opportunities to learn from the lived 
experiences of students of color, questioning the generalizability of research findings, and 
situating findings in context. 
Diversify the institutional types that serve as our data collection hot-spots. Although 
the nation’s college campuses are becoming more diverse with respect to race, ethnicity, national 
origin, age, and gender (Kena et al., 2014), these demographic shifts are not happening at all 
types of institutions at the same rates. Scholars must be diligent in conducting research with 
participants at community colleges, Hispanic-serving institutions, Historically Black Colleges 
and Universities, Tribal Colleges, and Liberal Arts institutions.  
Allow students to speak for themselves. Much of the present student leadership 
literature is quantitative in nature, driven by survey data. However, much of what we know about 
developmental processes for students of color, and White social justice allies has come from 
qualitative and mixed-methods research (Arminio et al., 2000; Broido, 2000; Garcia et al., 2017; 
Haber, 2012; Harper & Quaye, 2007; Komives et al., 2005). Without this important work, we 
may not have otherwise become attuned to the sometimes negative connotation of the leader 
label for students of color in relation to systems of power and privilege (Arminio et al., 2000), or 
the importance of pre-college mentors and parents to the development of college leaders (Garcia 
et al., 2017; Munin & Speight, 2010). It is critically important that studies of student leadership 





Be clear about the kinds of generalizations that can be made given the study sample. 
In the same way that qualitative and mixed methods studies offer incredible depth and nuance to 
research findings, qualitative findings can sometimes be misleading in their generalizations. For 
example, Kezar and Moriarty’s (2000) oft-cited study provides important insight  into the 
experiences and contexts that aid in the leadership development of African American men and 
women and White men and women. However, when this study is cited, it is not often noted that 
94% of the 9,731 surveyed were White men and women. Should a study wherein African 
American women and African American men make up 3.7% and 2.2% of the sample be 
considered accurate? Valid? Generalizable?  
Similarly, Boatwright, Egidio and colleagues (2003) offer findings about the influence of 
213 female college students’ aspirations for leadership in their future careers. The sample 
included 213 female college students at a Predominantly White liberal arts college, 200 (94%) of 
whom identified as White, 8 (4%) who identified as African American, and 4 (2%) who 
identified as Asian American. Boatwright et al. (2003) explain that, “due to our sample’s 
racial/ethnic homogeneity, ethnicity was not included in the primary design” (p. 661). This is 
problematic; however, due to the inclusion of constructs such as femininity, connectedness needs, 
fear of negative evaluation, and self-esteem, which would likely have very different implications 
for these women depending on their race. Thus, it is incredibly important to situate findings in 
context. 
Root research findings in context. Many studies of student leadership development rely 
on samples from Predominantly White Institutions. What might this say about the students in the 
study and the leadership experiences they may or may not have access to? What does this mean 
for students of color who may be one of the only participants who looks like them in a given 
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leadership context? How might the PWI context affect opportunities for mentorship? What is the 
campus racial climate like at these institutions?  
Moreover, the study of student identity must be contextualized (Guthrie et al., 2013; 
Jones & Abes, 2013). In Cultivating Leader Identity and Capacity in Students from Diverse 
Backgrounds, Guthrie et al. (2013) discuss the importance of considering intersections of identity 
as well as the relative  importance students place on each of these identities asserting, “Paradoxes 
of privilege create complex identity dynamics, thus influencing the salience of some social 
identities” (p. 41). Stage (2007b) also advocates for intersectional work explaining, “When 
populations differ, separate analyses are needed. Differences in peoples’ experiences require 
closer focus on racial or ethnic groups. Furthermore, we must push to examine within racial 
groups . . . exploring difference and resisting the temptation to make blanket comparisons across 
groups” (p. 99). 
Evidence of these intersectional influences arose in the review of literature. Women 
advocates for social justice (Broido, 2000; Renn & Ozaki, 2010) discussed the need to carve out 
their own spaces when excluded from traditionally male-dominated positions and groups. 
Likewise, women leaders of color in the Arminio et al. (2000) study reflected on the double-
oppression they faced as women and racial minorities, and the stereotypes they encountered that 
their same-race male peers did not have to contend with. Findings from Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 
also shed light on the importance of intersectional work, illuminating key differences in 
leadership development for women by race, and for White and Latino/Hispanic students by 
gender.  
Those engaged in survey research in particular, then, must find ways to account for 
intersectionality and social identity salience. Dugan, Kodama, and Gebhardt (2012) included a 
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measure of collective racial esteem for this very purpose, but this study design represents an 
anomaly among the quantitative pieces included in this review. Other ways to contextualize 
identity-related findings may come through the use of more robust applications of student 
development theories—which offer rich information about how college students develop in 
various aspects of their psychosocial identities, but are rarely used to theorize or contextual 
student leadership findings.  
The lack of attention to student socioeconomic status also arose as a significant finding 
through this dissertation work. Munin and Speight (2010) addressed class in their sample of 
social justice allies, stating that, “the sample was raised largely in white homogenous, middle-to-
upper-class communities, having primary interactions with family and those in close proximity 
to their homes” (p.257). Antonio (2001) also called attention to the significance of class 
indicating that for both student groups with many same-race friends and those with racially 
diverse friends, higher socioeconomic backgrounds were associated with lower gains in cultural 
knowledge.  Within both of these studies, including data on socioeconomic status provided rich 
context to better understand research findings.  
Munin and Speight (2010), Komives et al. (2005), and Garcia et al. (2017) also included 
qualitative data on student experiences prior to college, signifying the importance of precollege 
teachers, parents, and diversity experiences on their leadership development in college. Future 
research should continue to explore these experiences, including more in-depth examinations of 
leadership responsibilities taken on within the home growing up, and other crucible experiences 





Implications for Policy and Practice 
 Taken as a whole, data presented in Chapters 2, 3 and 4 provide further evidence that 
leadership can be taught. This notion aligns with the central premise of the postindustrial 
leadership paradigm (Rost, 1993), and serves as a driving force behind the development of 
leadership training programs for college students. For me, questions of equity arise as follow-up 
inquiries. Specifically, who has access to meaningful leadership development experiences? To 
what extent is the distribution of support in the development of students’ leadership self-
confidence, motivation and skill equitable across race and gender groups? What evidence exists 
that points to equitable attainment of desired educational outcomes for students across race and 
gender? Recommendations for policy and practice for the equitable development of student 
leaders are as follows. 
Link postindustrial leadership conceptualizations with practice. Despite definitions 
of postindustrial leadership (Rost, 1993) that permeate employers’ recruitment materials and 
postsecondary learning objectives (Association of American Colleges & Universities, 2008; 
National Association of Colleges and Employers, 2013), college students, on the aggregate, still 
tend to possess hierarchical understandings of leadership (Haber, 2012; Komives et al., 2005; 
Renn & Ozaki, 2010). This may be due to prevailing campus policies and practices that reinforce 
hierarchical notions of leadership, such as requiring students to designate positional titles for 
organization members. This practice centers Western ideas of leadership that may not align with 
leadership conceptualizations of different cultural groups (Arminio et al., 2000; Ospina & Foldy, 
2009). 
The LID model (Komives, 2005) provides one way to operationalize postindustrial 
leadership practices. From the perspective of this model, “Students described their shifting 
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leadership identity as moving from a hierarchical, leader-centric view to one that embraced 
leadership as a collaborative, relational process. Participants’ recognition that they function in an 
interdependent world was an essential part of having a leadership differentiated leadership 
identity. Students in the generativity and integration/synthesis stages recognized the systemic 
nature of leadership” (Komives et al., 2005, p. 609). 
Although teaching students to think systemically is an important leadership development 
goal, leadership education must be pushed further to not only teach students about the 
interconnected nature of leadership, but the inherent power structures that influence opportunity 
and access. Students who possess at least one marginalized identity (being a woman, being a 
student of color, identifying with a sexual orientation other than heterosexual) are more keenly 
aware of barriers and opportunities for leadership than those students who do not possess those 
marginalized identities (Komives et al., 2005), but the burden cannot be placed on these students 
to educate their peers about structural oppression—no matter how many benefits reportedly arise 
of cross-cultural interaction. 
Provide access to identity-based leadership resources. In addition to equipping 
students with the skills to think systemically through leadership courses and programs, 
leadership educators and student affairs administrators must make sure that the students on their 
campuses are actively engaged in meaningful leadership co-curricular experiences. The Chapter 
2 literature review showed that ethnic or identity-based student organizations are particularly 
impactful avenues through which students of color gain leadership confidence and skill. Campus 
administrators should ensure that such identity-based organizations have access to resources such 
as physical meeting space, and opportunities to obtain funding for leadership-development 
workshop and training experiences.  
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Another theme that arose from the review of literature was the role of peer influence in 
motivating students of color to get involved on campus (Garcia et al., 2017; Renn & Ozaki, 
2010). On one hand, this points to the potential for student affairs practitioners and leadership 
educators to lean on current student leaders to actively recruit and increase motivation of other 
members of the student body. On the other hand, this highlights the need for more visible and 
accessible adult mentors such as faculty members and staff advisors who reflect the diversity of 
the student body, particularly for students of color who tend to seek out mentors who possess 
their same race and/or gender identity.  
Unfortunately, current student leadership literature also illuminates the marginalization 
that students sometimes experience on campus given their social identities. Students who possess 
oppressed identities may feel marginalized or excluded from dominant campus groups, driving 
them to create organizations that serve their needs (Arminio et al., 2000; Renn & Ozaki, 2010; 
Sutton & Terrell, 1997). Thus, guidelines and stipulations for establishing new student 
organizations should be readily available and easy to implement. Moreover, targeted leadership 
development programs for student groups such as women, Asian American students, and 
incoming students may help to bolster the leadership self-efficacy of students who tend to 
display lower levels of confidence in research studies (Boatwright & Egidio, 2003; Dugan & 
Komives, 2010; Dugan et al., 2008; Liu &Sedlacek, 1999).  
Conclusion 
Through a collection of three interrelated papers, the present study applied critical 
quantitative inquiry (Stage & Wells, 2014) to strengthen comprehension about the ways social 
identity—specifically race and gender—inform students’ leadership conceptualizations and 
behaviors. Quantitative criticalists must work toward three important ends. First, they must “use 
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data to represent educational processess and outcomes on a large scale to reveal inequities and to 
identify social or institutional perpetuation of systematic inequalities in such processes and 
outcomes” (Stage & Wells, 2014, p. 2). Secondly, critical quantitative inquiry seeks to “question 
the models, measures, and analytic practices of quantitative research in order to offer competing 
models, measures, and analytic practices that better describe the experiences of those who have 
not been adequately represented” (Stage & Wells, 2014). Lastly, critical quantitative scholars are 
called to, “conduct culturally relevant research by studying institutions and people in context” 
(Stage & Wells, 2014, p. 3).  
The present dissertation accomplishes these tasks. With respect to the first aim, Chapter 2 
revealed that an over-reliance on predominantly-White research samples render voices of Latinx 
students, Asian American students, Native American/Indigenous student populations, and Black 
women silent. In order to best serve the increasingly diverse populations on today’s college 
campuses, it is important to deepen our understandings of the ways these students develop. 
Chapters 3 and 4 questioned the assumptions of traditional models and measures by using 
specific-group and comparative-group approaches to challenge notions of within-group 
homogeneity. Exploratory factor analyses conducted in Chapter 4 further called attention to the 
importance of constructing culturally-relevant scales. Lastly, the present chapter provided 
specific recommendations for research, policy, and practice that place the study of student 
leadership development within broader institutional and societal contexts.  
Leadership can be used as a tool for social transformation. It is my hope that the findings 
presented through this dissertation study aid in our ability to adequately understand, educate, and 
empower the next generation of social actors, while challenging the dominant ideology of "who 
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LeaderShape, Inc. is conducting an evaluation to measure the effect of participation in 
LeaderShape on the leadership development of participating students.  We are asking you to 
assist us in this evaluation by completing a short survey on your own leadership development 
before and after participating in one or more of these programs. 
 
All information collected in this study is confidential.  We will ask you to provide your name. 
This is simply to help track data through the collection process.  Once data collection is complete 
for this program, your name will be deleted, and your responses will no longer be connected to 
you or your name. 
 
All information collected in this study is confidential, and your name will not be identified at any 
time.  The data you provide will be grouped with data others provide for research, reporting, and 
presentation purposes.  The researchers involved hope to learn about how students develop as 
leaders through participating in leadership development programs.  A potential benefit in 
participating in this research is that you will also gain understanding regarding your leadership 
development.  There are no anticipated risks involved in this research beyond what would be 
expected in everyday day.  Still, participation is VOLUNTARY, and refusal to participate will 
not affect your grades, status, or relationship with the University of Illinois, nor your relationship 
with LeaderShape.  Further, you may skip questions with no negative consequences and can exit 
the survey at any time by closing your internet browser. 
 
There are no known risks associated with this study.  This research is being done to inform the 
development of programs within LeaderShape, and will also potentially be used for publication 
in journals and/or conference presentations.  Information provided herein will be made 
anonymous; no personally identifiable information will be shared. 
 
____ Yes, I am 18 years of age or older, and I give consent to use my data in this study.   
 
Contact information: 
Responsible Project Investigator: 
Dr. David Rosch, Assistant Professor 
217-244-2134; dmrosch@illinois.edu 
 
Institutional Review Board Office, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
217-333-2670; irb@illinois.edu 
 
Printed Name _____________________________________  
Signature_________________________________________ 





Survey Scale Items with Involvement History and Demographic Questions 
 
DEMOGRAPHICS: We understand that pre-determined categories may not capture the 
complexity and fluidity of social identity. Please answer the questions to the best of your ability 
and level of comfort.  
 
What is your most recent class year? 
1.   First-Year 
2.   Second-Year 
3.   Third-Year 
4.   Fourth-Year 
5.   Graduate Student 
 
Are you a transfer student? 
1.   Yes 
2.   No 
 
What gender do you identify with? 
1.   Man 
2.   Woman 
3.   Trans* 
4.   Prefer not to Answer 
5.   Other ___________ 
 
What ethnic background do you identify with (circle all that apply)? 
1.   African American/Black 
2.   Asian American/Asian 
3.   Caucasian/White 
4.   Latino/Hispanic 
5.   Middle Eastern 
6.   Native American 
7.   Multiracial 
8.   Prefer not to Answer 
9.   Other____________ 
 
Are you an international student? 
1.   Yes 
2.   No 
 
What is your sexual orientation? 
1.   Heterosexual 
2.   Gay/Lesbian 
3.   Bisexual 
4.   Prefer not to Answer 
5.   Other____________ 
 
 121 
APPENDIX C (cont.) 
 
INVOLVEMENT HISTORY: Please answer the following questions regarding behavior 
SINCE STARTING COLLEGE, before LeaderShape. 
 
I have studied abroad 
1.   No experience 
2.   Short-Term 
3.   Semester 
4.   Year-Long 
5.   Multiple Experiences 
 
If multiple, how many times___________ 
 
Likert-Scale Involvement Questions 
1.   I am easily able to identify a mentor (e.g. someone I can go to for help in becoming a 
better leader) ON CAMPUS 
2.   I participate in one or more student organization(s) ON CAMPUS 
3.   I hold one or more positions of leadership in student organization(s) 
4.   I have received position-specific training for managing my student organization 
5.   I have received leadership training not associated with student organization position 
training 
6.   I have enrolled in one or more academic course(s) dedicated to leadership development 
7.   I am or have been employed ON CAMPUS 
8.   I have supervised others in ON-CAMPUS and/or OFF-CAMPUS employment positions 
9.   I perform OFF-CAMPUS community service (affiliated with my role as a student or not) 
10.  I have received services from an ON-CAMPUS career development office 





















APPENDIX C (cont.) 
 
Leadership Self - Efficacy (LSE) 
1.   I know a lot more than most students about what it takes to be a leader. 
2.   I know what it takes to make a group accomplish its task. 
3.   In general, I’m not very good at leading a group of my peers. 
4.   I am confident of my ability to influence a group I lead. 
5.   I have no idea what it takes to keep a group running smoothly. 
6.   I know how to encourage good group performance. 
7.   I am able to allow most group members to contribute to the task when leading a group. 
8.   Overall, I doubt that I could lead a group successfully. 
Transactional Leadership Scale (TLS_ACT) 
1.   I always give positive feedback when other group members perform well. 
2.   I give special recognition when the work of other group members is very good. 
3.   I commend other group members for doing a better than average job. 
4.   I personally compliment other group members for doing outstanding work. 
5.   I do not frequently acknowledge the good performance of other group members. 
 
Transformational Leadership Scale (TLS_FORM) 
1.   When I lead a group, I show what is expected to group members. 
2.   I act without considering the feelings of other group members. 
3.   I paint an interesting picture of the future for my groups. 
4.   I lead by "doing" rather than simply by "telling." 
5.   I show respect for the personal feelings of other group members. 
6.   I am a good role model for other group members to follow. 
7.   I behave in a manner that is thoughtful to the needs of other group members. 
8.   I insist on only the best performance from other group members. 
9.   I treat other group members without considering their personal feelings. 
10.  I have a clear understanding of where my groups are going. 
11.  I will not settle for second best. 
12.  I foster collaboration among other group members. 
13.  I inspire others with my plans for the future. 
14.  I challenge other group members to think about old problems in new ways. 
15.  I am able to get others committed to my dreams. 
16.  I ask questions that prompt other group members to think. 
17.  I encourage others in my groups to be "team players." 
18.  I stimulate others to rethink the way they do things. 
19.  I am always seeking new opportunities for my groups. 
20.  I get the group to work together for the same goal. 
21.  I lead by example. 
22.  I have ideas that challenge other group members to reexamine some of the basic 
assumptions of their work. 






APPENDIX C (cont.) 
 
Ethical Leadership Scale (ELS) 
1.   I listen to what group members to which I belong say. 
2.   When making decisions, I ask, "What is the right thing to do?" 
3.   I "call out" members of groups to which I belong who violate ethical standards. 
4.   I conduct my life in an ethical manner. 
5.   I keep other members' best interests in mind when making decisions in groups to which I belong. 
6.   I make fair and balanced decisions. 
7.   I can be trusted. 
8.   I discuss ethics or values with other members of groups to which I belong. 
9.   I set an example of how to do things the right way in terms of ethics. 
10.  I define success not just by results but also the way they are obtained. 
 
Non-calculative Motivation to Lead (MTL_NC) 
1.   I am only interested to lead a group if there are clear advantages for me. 
2.   I will never agree to lead if I cannot see any benefits from accepting that role. 
3.   I would only agree to be a group leader if I know I can benefit from that role. 
4.   I would agree to lead others even if there are no special rewards or benefits to that role. 
5.   I would want to know “what’s in it for me” if I am going to agree to lead a group. 
6.   I never expect to get more privileges if I agree to lead a group. 
7.   If I agree to lead a group, I would never expect any advantages or special benefits. 
8.   I have more of my own problems to worry about than to be concerned about the rest of 
the group. 
9.   Leading others is really more of a dirty job rather than an honorable one. 
 
Affective Identity Motivation to Lead (MTL_AI) 
1.   Most of the time, I prefer being a leader rather than a follower when working in a group. 
2.   I am the type of person who is not interested to lead others. 
3.   I am definitely not a leader by nature 
4.   I am the type of person who likes to be in charge of others. 
5.   I believe I can contribute more to a group if I am a follower. 
6.   I usually want to be the leader in the groups that I work in. 
7.   I am the type who would actively support a leader but prefers not to be appointed as 
leader. 
8.   I have a tendency to take charge in most groups or teams that I work in. 
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Social-Normative Motivation to Lead (MTL_SN) 
1.   I feel that I have a duty to lead others if I am asked. 
2.   I agree to lead whenever I am asked or nominated by the other members. 
3.   I was taught to believe in the value of leading others. 
4.   It is appropriate for people to accept leadership roles or positions when they are asked. 
5.   I have been taught that I should always volunteer to lead others if I can. 
6.   It is not right to decline leadership roles. 
7.   It is an honor and privilege to be asked to lead. 
8.   People should volunteer to lead rather than wait for others to ask or vote for them. 
9.   I would never agree to lead just because others voted for me. 
 
Social Issues Advocacy Scale (SIAS) 
1.   I plan to participate in demonstrations or rallies about social issues that are important to 
me. 
2.   I believe social forces (e.g. public policies, resource allocation, human rights) affect 
individuals' health and well-being. 
3.   I believe state and federal policies affect individuals' access to quality education and 
resources. 
4.   I believe state and federal policies affect individuals' access to social services. 
5.   I believe societal forces (e.g. public policies, resource allocation, human rights) affect 
individuals' educational performance. 
6.   I am responsible to confront peers who display signs of discrimination. 
7.   I plan to contact policy makers to voice my opinion on issues that affect me. 
8.   I plan to call or email policy makers to voice my opinion on social issues that are 
important to me. 
9.   I plan to volunteer for causes that support my values. 
10.  I plan to make financial contributions to causes that support my values. 
11.  I plan to use phone calls, emails, and/or social media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter) to 
influence other people regarding issues that are important to me. 
12.  I plan to meet with policymakers (e.g. administrators, legislators) to advocate for social 

















Participating Institutions Year 1 and 2 
 




Boise State University Public 22,227 Doctoral 
Boston College Private 14,317 Doctoral 
Bowling Green State 
University 
Public 16,555 Doctoral 
Central Michigan 
University 
Public 26,879 Doctoral 
Clemson University Public 21,857 Doctoral 
College of Charleston Public 11,456 Master’s 
Colorado State 
University 
Public 31,354 Doctoral 
Denison University Private 2,278 Baccalaureate 
Dominican University of 
California (Bay Area 
Consortium) 
Private 2,001 Master’s 
Eastern Michigan 
University 
Public 22,401 Doctoral 
East Tennessee State 
University 
Public 14,434 Doctoral 
Elmhurst College Private 3,257 Master’s 
Florida Atlantic 
University 
Public 30,297 Doctoral 
Florida State University Public 41,226 Doctoral 
Indiana University Public 46,416 Doctoral 
Lehigh University Private 7,119 Doctoral 
Ohio State University Public 58,322 Doctoral 
Penn State University Public 47,040 Doctoral 
Tulane University Private 12,603 Doctoral 
University of Alabama Public 36,047 Doctoral 
University of Georgia Public 35,197 Doctoral 
University of Iowa Public 29,970 Doctoral 
University of Kansas Public 27,180 Doctoral 
University of Michigan Public 43,625 Doctoral 
University of North 
Carolina-Chapel Hill 
Public 29,135 Doctoral 
University of Tennessee-
Chattanooga 
Public 11,670 Master’s 
University of Wisconsin-
LaCrosse 







Profile Plots of Significant Change Score Differences by Race 
 
Plot E.1  
 
Rate of Change Comparison for Social Issues Advocacy 
 
Plot E.2.  
 





Plot E.3  
 












Principal Components Analysis of Nilsson et al. (2011) Social Issues Advocacy Scale  
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